5/S 


San  Francisco  Public  Library 

Government  Information  Center 
San  Francisco  Public  Library 
100  LarkiA  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

REFERENCE  BOOK 


Not  to  be  taken  from  the  Library 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/agenda2001sanf_0 


COMMISSION  ON  TH£  ENVIRONMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  £AN  FRANCISCO 


toi 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
PATRICIA  W.  CHANG 


NOTICE  OF  SPECIAL* 
MEETING  AND ^GENDA 
TUESDAY,  JANUARY  16,  2001 
ROOM  263,  CITY  HALL,  6  PM 

1  DR.  CARLTON  B.  GOODLETT  PLACE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


JAN  f  2  2001 

SAN  FRANC/SCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 

01-7  2-0  7  A  7 1 -5n 

Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded 
that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine 
Ordinance.] 


VD 


Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center, 
four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister, 
#19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71 
Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
(formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van  Ness  & 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired 
to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed, 
ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its 
programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the 
public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the 
people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and 
that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review,  for  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the 

SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 
TASK  FORCE.(>4dcted  by  Ord.  265-93,  App.  8/18/93;  amended  by  Ord.  292-95,  App.  9/8/95) 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
January  16,  2001 
6  p.m.  Room  263,  City  Hall 

1.  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  December  18,  2000  Meeting  ACTION 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  December  18,  2000  Meeting)** 

CONSENT  CALENDAR. 

3.  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Application  Packet  and  Guidelines  for  Complete  ACTION 
Proposal  for  Commission  on  the  Environment  Grant  Program 

(Explanatory  Document:  Application  Packet  and  Guidelines  for  Complete  Proposal)** 
REGULAR  CALENDAR 

4.  Hearing  on  MUNI's  Fuel  Decision  PRESENTATIONS 

Presentation  by  Francesca  Vietor,  Department  of  the  Environment 
Presentation  by  Representative  from  MUNI 
Presentation  by  Julia  Levin,  Union  of  Concerned  Scientists 
Presentation  by  Representative  from  California  Air  Resources  Board 

5.  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  020-00-COE  Diesel  Bus  Purchases  ACTION 

Sponsored  by  Commissioner  Evans 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  020-00-COE  Diesel  Bus  Purchases)** 

6.  Communications  &  Correspondence  INFORMATION 
Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .    Letter  from  Ethics  Commission  regarding  Proposition  J,  which  imposes  new  rules 
affecting  gifts,  payments  and  campaign  contributions  to  public  officials.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Ethics  Commission  Letter)** 

7.  Director's  Report  INFORMATION 

Francesca  Vietor,  Executive  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)** 

8.  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report  INFORMATIO 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  January  25  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  34  of  City 
Hall. 

9.  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Chang,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  February  14  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

10.  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Shah,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  will  meet  on  February  8  at  4:00  p.m.  in 
Room  34  of  City  Hall. 

11.  New  Business  INFORMATION 

12.  President's  Announcements  INFORMATION 

13.  Public  Comments  INFORMATION 
Adjournment 

This  is  a  special  meeting  because  it  is  not  on  the  regular  date,  nor  at  the  regular  location. 
**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 

California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca. us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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Resolution  No.  020-00-COE 
[Diesel  Bus  Purchases] 


Resolution  No.  020-00-COE 
Diesel  Bus  Purchases 
January  16,  2001 

January  16,  2001 


25 


URGING  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  TRANSFORATION  AUTHORITY  TO  WITHOLD 
FUNDING  FOR  NEW  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY  DIESEL  BUSES  UNTIL 
THE  ALTERNATIVE  FUEL  PILOT  PROJECT,  AN  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCSICO 
MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY  STAFF  REPORT,  FIFTEEN  YEAR  PROJECTIONS  OF  THE 
HEALTH  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  BOTH  DIESEL  AND  ALTERNATIVE 
FUELS,  AND  A  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  FOR  PURCHASING  ALTERNATIVE  FUEL  BUSES 
HAVE  BEEN  COMPLETED. 

WHEREAS,  air  and  water  pollution  represent  significant  environmental  problems  for  the  State  of 
California  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  on  July  10th,  1999  the  EPA  redesignated  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  from 
maintenance  to  non- attainment  for  the  Federal  one-hour  ozone  standard;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  recently  adopted  a  set  of  regulations 
requiring  transit  agencies  to  choose  a  cleaner  diesel  path  or  an  alternative  fuel  path  to  further 
reduce  air  pollution  from  the  most  populated  areas  of  the  State,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  resolutions  outlining  the  adverse  health  and  environmental 
effects  of  diesel  and  urging  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  to  select  the  alternative 
fuel  path  of  the  CARB  regulations;  and 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
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Resolution  No.  020-00-COE 
Diesel  Bus  Purchases 
January  16,  2001 

1 

2  WHEREAS,  at  least  30  of  California's  transit  districts  have  selected  CARB's  alternative  fuel  path; 

3  and 
4 

5  WHEREAS,  22  public  transit  districts  in  California  have  been  successful  in  incorporating  natural 

6  gas  fueled  buses  into  their  transit  systems;  and 
7 

8  WHEREAS,  alternative  fuel  transit  buses  are  eligible  for  Federal,  State  and  local  funding;  and 
9 

1 0  WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  is  California's  3rd  largest  public  transit  district 

1 1  and  serves  California's  2nd  largest  metropolitan  area,  and  is  therefore  ideally  positioned  to  lead  all 

1 2  Bay  Area  transit  districts  toward  cleaner  technologies;  and 
13 

14  WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  the  Healthy  Air  and  Smog  Prevention  Ordinance,  the  Public 

1 5  Transportation  Commission  (now  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency)  is  required  to  implement 

16  an  alternative  fuels  pilot  program  for  the  purpose  of  developing  fueling  specifications  for  the  first 

1 7  planned  Department  of  Public  Transportation  bid  package;  and 
18 

1 9  WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  the  Healthy  Air  and  Smog  Prevention  Ordinance,  the  Public 

20  Transportation  Commission  (now  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency)  is  required  to  identify 

21  heavily  traveled  diesel  bus  lines  that  may  be  appropriate  for  conversion  to  cleaner,  quieter  electric 

22  trolley  bus  lines;  and 
23 

24  WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  the  Healthy  Air  and  Smog  Prevention  Ordinance,  the  Public 

25  Transportation  Commission  (now  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency)  is  required  to  develop  a 
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Resolution  No.  020-00-COE 
Diesel  Bus  Purchases 
January  16,  2001 


1  plan  to  phase  out  the  use  of  diesel  buses  that  have  been  in  service  for  a  time  period  greater  than  the 

2  time  period  set  forth  by  the  applicable  federal  funding  guidelines;  and 
3 

4  WHEREAS,  by  adopting  cleaner  alternatives  to  diesel,  such  as  natural  gas  and  fuel  cell  buses, 


6 

7  WHEREAS,  the  staff  of  the  Municipal  Railway  is  recommending  the  diesel  path  to  comply  with 

8  the  CARB  transit  bus  emission  regulations;  now,  therefore,  be  it 
9 

1 0  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 

1 1  Railway  to  comply  with  the  Healthy  Air  and  Smog  Prevention  Ordinance,  including  the  alternative 

1 2  fuel  pilot  project,  with  all  due  haste;  and,  be  it 

i 

13 

1 4  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Clean  Air  program 

1 5  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  complete  an  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 

1 6  Railway  staff  report  and  provide  a  written  response  to  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation 

1 7  Authority  and  MUNI;  and,  be  it 
18 

1 9  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  Public 

20  Health  to  complete  a  full  analysis  with  fifteen  year  projections  of  the  health  and  environmental 

21  impacts  of  both  diesel  and  alternative  fuels;  and,  be  it 
22 

23  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  San  Francisco  Municipal 

24  Railway  to  complete  a  comprehensive  plan  and  feasibility  study  for  purchasing  alternative  fuel 

25  buses,  including  an  analysis  of  infrastructure  costs,  training,  procurement  and  a  timeline;  and,  be  it 


5     MUNI  can  begin  replacement  of  its  existing  fleet  of  455  diesel  buses;  and 
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Resolution  No.  020-00-COE 
Diesel  Bus  Purchases 
January  16,  2001 

1 

2  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  San  Francisco 

3  County  Transportation  Authority  to  withhold  funding  for  any  new  diesel  buses  until  the  alternative 

4  fuel  pilot  project,  the  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  staff  report,  the  analysis  of 

5  the  health  and  environmental  impacts  of  both  diesel  and  alternative  fuels,  and  the  feasibility  study 

6  for  purchasing  alternative  fuel  buses  have  been  completed. 
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Ethics  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


arolM.  Ktngsley 
Chairperson 

AbX  H.  Melbostad 
Vice-Chairperson 

Isabella  H.  Grant 

COMMISSIONER 

Philip  S.  P.yan 
Commissioner 

Sharyn  Saslafsky 
commissioner 

Virginia  E.  Vida 
xecutive  Director 


Date: 


To: 


From: 


Re: 


December  26,  2000 

Department  Heads 

Ginny  Vida  MV. 
Executive  Director 


New  Restrictions  Imposed  By  Proposition  J 


On  November  7,  2000  the  San  Francisco  voters  adopted  Proposition  J,  which  imposes 
new  rules  affecting  gifts,  payments  and  campaign  contributions  to  public  officials. 
Proposition  J  will  be  implemented  beginning  January  1,  2001. 

Please  note  new  restrictions  imposed  by  Proposition  J  and  distribute  the  attached 
memo  to  all  members  of  your  board  or  commission.  Please  also  distribute  this 
memo  to  all  interested  personnel  in  your  department. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 
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Ethics  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Carol  M.  Kingsley 
Chairperson 

Paul  H.  Melbostad 
Vice-Chairperson 

Isabella  H.  Grant 
Commissioner 

Philip  S.  Ryan 
Commissioner 

Sharyn  Saslafsky 
Commissioner 

Virginia  E.  Vida 
executive  Director 


Date: 


To: 


From: 


Re: 


December  26,  2000 

All  Members  of  City  Boards  and  Commissions 
All  Department  Heads 

Ginny  Vida 
Executive  Director 

New  Restrictions  Imposed  By  Proposition  J 


On  November  7,  2000  the  San  Francisco  voters  adopted  Proposition  J,  which 
imposes  new  rules  affecting  gifts,  payments  and  campaign  contributions  to  public 
officials.  Proposition  J  will  be  implemented  beginning  January  1,  2001. 


Proposition  J  provides. 

No  City  and  County  public  official  who  has  exercised  discretion  to 
approve  and  who  has  approved  or  voted  to  approve  a  public  benefit .  .  . 
may  receive  a  personal  or  campaign  advantage  .  .  .  from  a  person  ...  for 
a  period  beginning  on  the  date  the  official  approves  or  votes  to  approve 
the  public  benefit,  and  ending  no  later  than 

(1)  two  years  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  office  that  the  official  is 
serving  at  the  time  the  official  approves  or  votes  to  approve  the 
public  benefit; 

(2)  two  years  after  the  official's  departure  from  his  or  her  office  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  pre-established  term  of  office;  or 

(3)  six  years  from  the  date  the  official  approves  or  votes  to  approve  the 
public  benefit;  whichever  is  first. 


Section  16.993(a). 


•    Who  is  a  "City  and  County  public  official  "7 

Proposition  J  defines  the  term  "public  official"  to  include  "any  elected  or 
appointed  public  official  acting  in  an  official  capacity."  Section  16.992(d).  Proposition 
J  further  provides  that  its  prohibition  will  also  apply  to  officials  serving  in  their  official 
capacity  "through  a  redevelopment  agency,  or  any  other  public  agency,  whether  within 
or  without  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  City  and  County  either  as  a  representative  or 
appointee  of  the  City  and  County."  Section  16.993(b). 
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•    What  is  a  "public  benefit "? 


Proposition  J  defines  the  term  "public  benefit"  to  include: 

a  contract,  benefit,  or  arrangement  between  the  City  and  County  and  any 
individual,  corporation,  firm,  partnership,  association,  or  other  person  or  entity  to: 

(1)  provide  personal  services  of  a  value  in  excess  of  $50,000  over  any  12  month 
period; 

(2)  sell  or  furnish  any  material,  supplies  or  equipment  to  the  City  and  County  of  a 
value  in  excess  of  $50,000  over  any  12  month  period; 

(3)  buy  or  sell  any  real  property  to  or  from  the  City  and  County  with  a  value  in 
excess  of  $50,000,  or  lease  any  real  property  to  or  from  the  City  and  County 
with  a  value  in  excess  of  $50,000  over  any  12  month  period; 

(4)  receive  an  award  of  a  franchise  to  conduct  any  business  activity  in  a  territory  in 
which  no  other  competitor  potentially  is  available  to  provide  similar  and 
competitive  services,  and  for  which  gross  revenue  from  the  business  activity 
exceeds  $50,000  in  any  12  month  period; 

(5)  confer  a  land  use  variance,  special  use  permit,  or  other  exception  to  a  pre- 
existing master  plan  or  land  use  ordinance  pertaining  to  real  property  where 
such  decision  has  a  value  in  excess  of  $50,000; 

(6)  confer  a  tax  abatement,  exception,  or  benefit  not  generally  applicable  of  a  value 
in  excess  of  $5,000  in  any  12  month  period; 

(7)  receive  cash  or  specie  of  a  net  value  to  the  recipient  in  excess  of  $10,000  in 
any  12  month  period. 

Section  16.992(a).  Proposition  J  further  defines  the  term  "public  benefit"  to  exclude 
"public  employment  in  the  normal  course  of  business  for  services  rendered."  Id. 

•  What  is  a  "personal  or  campaign  advantage  "? 

Proposition  J  defines  the  term  "personal  or  campaign  advantage"  as: 

(1)  any  gift,  honoraria,  emolument,  or  personal  pecuniary  benefit  of  a  value  in  excess  of 
$50; 

(2)  any  employment  for  compensation; 

(3)  any  campaign  contributions  for  any  elective  office  said  official  may  pursue. 
Section  16.992(c) 

•  From  whom  are  City  and  County  public  officials  prohibited  from  receiving  "personal  and 
campaign  advantages"? 

Proposition  J  provides  that  the  persons  or  entities  receiving  public  benefits  (and  from 
whom  City  and  County  public  officials  may  not  accept  personal  and  campaign  advantages)  shall 
include  the  individual,  corporation,  firm,  partnership,  association,  or  other  person  or  entity  so 


benefiting,  and  any  individual  or  person  who,  during  a  period  where  such  benefit  is  received  or 
accrues,  (1)  has  more  than  a  ten  percent  (10%)  equity,  participation,  or  revenue  interest  in  that 
entity;  or  (2)  is  a  trustee,  director,  partner,  or  officer  of  that  entity.  Section  16.992(b). 

•  Duties  Imposed  on  the  City  and  County  Public  Officials 

Proposition  J  provides  that  City  and  County  public  officials  shall  "practice  due  diligence" 
to  determine  whether  a  public  benefit  has  been  conferred,  and  to  monitor  personal  or  campaign 
advantages.  Section  16.994(a).  Proposition  J  further  provides  that  public  officials  must  return 
prohibited  personal  and  campaign  advantages  no  later  than  ten  days  after  receipt.  Id.  In 
addition,  Proposition  J  requires  that  public  officials  provide,  upon  request,  the  names  of  all  entities 
and  persons  known  to  them  who  qualify  as  public  benefit  recipients  under  this  Article.  Section 
16.994(b). 

•  Penalties  and  Enforcement 

Proposition  J  imposes  administrative,  criminal  and  civil  penalties  on  public  officials  who 
violate  its  provisions.  Knowing  and  willful  violation  of  Proposition  J  by  a  public  official  is  a 
misdemeanor.  Section  16.996(a).  Public  officials  who  violate  Proposition  J  may  be  liable  for 
restitution  to  the  City's  General  Fund  and  a  civil  penalty  of  up  to  five  times  the  value  of  the 
personal  or  campaign  advantage  received.  In  addition,  the  public  official  may  be  disqualified  from 
holding  public  office  or  "position[s]  within  the  jurisdiction."  Section  16.996(b).  Civil  actions 
may  be  brought  by  any  City  resident,  who  may  be  entitled  to  collect  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and 
costs  and  10  percent  of  the  civil  penalties  imposed.  Section  16.996(c).  The  Ethics  Commission 
may  impose  an  administrative  penalty  of  up  to  S5,000  per  violation. 

If  you  have  comments  or  questions  about  this  memorandum  or  Proposition  J,  please 
contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at  554-9510. 


P:\SHARED\Prop  Jprop  J  memo  12.26.01doc.doc 


' ) 


COMMISSION  ON  THE^ENVIRONMENT 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
PATRICIA  W.  CHANG 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
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ROOM  263,  CITY  HALL,  6  PM 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


1  DR.  CARLTON  B.  GOODLETT  PLACE 


ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 


•* 


FEB  2  0  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies, 
environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees 
at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various 
chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals. 
[Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing 
electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair 
may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the 
ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  Civic  Center,  four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this 
location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister,  #19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47 
Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71  Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van 
Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  Civic  Center.  The 
closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  (formerly 
Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van 
Ness  &  Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible 
services,  please  call  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall, 
underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the 
Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of  minutes, 
sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing- 
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impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 
Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability, 
race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the 
admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of 
the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public, 
reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils, 
and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business. 
This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and 
that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT 
THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance 
Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco, 
CA  94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail: 
Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Jauuai  v  16,  2001  ^v****^  x-e^ix)! 
6:00  p.m.  Room  263,  City  Hall 


1.  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  January  16,  2001  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  January  16,  2001  Meeting)** 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 
REGULAR  CALENDAR 

3.  Solar  Power  in  San  Francisco 

Presentation  by  David  Hochschild,  Mayor's  Office 

4.  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  002-01-COE  Solar  Power  Bond 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  002-01-COE  Solar  Power  Bond)** 
Sponsored  by  Commissioner  Hayes 

5.  Department  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2001-2002 

Presentation  by  David  Assmann,  Department  of  the  Environment 

6.  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report 

Executive  Director  Vietor,  Department  of  the  Environment 

7.  Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

•  The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  amended  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  by  adding  the  following 
new  provision:  Prohibiting  the  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing 
electronic  devices  at  and  during  public  meetings. 

•  Department  of  the  Environment  Diesel  Report  (Explanatory  Document:  Analysis  of  Muni 
Report  on  California  Air  Resources  Board  Transit  Bus  Emission  Regulations)** 

8.  Director's  Report 

Francesca  Vietor,  Executive  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)** 

9.  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  March  22  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

10.  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Chang,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  March  14  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

11.  New  Business 

12.  President's  Announcements 

13.  Public  Comments 

14.  Adjournment 


ACTION 


INFORMATION 
ACTION 

INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 


This  is  a  special  meeting  because  it  is  not  on  the  regular  date,  nor  at  the  regular  location. 
Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission^  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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Resolution  No.  002-01 -COE 
Solar  Power  Bond 

I  February  20,  2001 

1  Draft  Resolution  No.  002-01 -COE  February  20,  2001 

2  [Solar  Power  Bond] 
3 

4  URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  CRAFT  A  SOLAR  POWER 

5  BOND  FOR  CONSIDERATION  ON  THE  NOVEMBER  2001  BALLOT  TO  PROVIDE 

6  FUNDING  FOR  SOLAR  ENERGY  TECHNOLOGY  TO  BE  USED  ON  SAN  FRANCISCO 

7  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  AND  LAND. 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  California's  energy  crisis  has  made  it  necessary  to  rethink  the  way  in  which  San 

1 0  Francisco  gets  its  electricity;  and, 
11 

12  WHEREAS,  the  single  biggest  contributor  to  global  warming  is  pollution  from  coal  and  oil  fired 

)13  power  plants;  and, 
14 

1 5  WHEREAS,  the  majority  of  the  world's  Nobel  prize  winning  scientists  have  signed  a  letter  to  the 

1 6  United  Nations  stating  that  global  warming  is  the  single  biggest  threat  to  the  planet;  and, 
17 

18  WHEREAS,  solar  energy  offers  a  clean,  reliable,  silent  way  to  make  electricity  that  will  help 

1 9  make  our  energy  supply  more  secure  while  reducing  greenhouse  gases;  and, 
20 

21  WHEREAS,  solar  energy  systems  are  remarkably  durable  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  first 

22  solar  arrays  installed  forty  years  ago  are  still  in  operation;  and, 
23 

24  WHEREAS,  because  of  our  technology-based  economy,  San  Francisco  is  more  dependent  on 

25  electricity  than  ever  before;  and, 

J 
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Resolution  No.  002-01  -COE 
Solar  Power  Bond 
February  20,  2001 

1 

2  WHEREAS,  as  an  earthquake-prone  city,  San  Francisco  is  especially  vulnerable  to  grid  failures; 

3  and, 
4 

5  WHEREAS,  solar  energy  systems  generate  electricity  at  the  source  where  it  is  consumed  and 

6  would  provide  power  even  when  the  electrical  grid  fails;  and, 
7 

8  WHEREAS,  water  heating  causes  the  burning  of  natural  gas,  a  limited  resource,  and  solar  water 

9  heating  in  public  buildings  would  reduce  the  City's  dependence  on  natural  gas;  and, 
10 

1 1  WHEREAS,  the  California  Energy  Commission  has  a  Renewables  Buy  Down  Program  that  will 

12  subsidize  approximately  20%  of  the  cost  of  a  solar  electric  array  for  Californians  who  choose  to 

1 3  buy  systems  for  their  homes  or  businesses;  and, 
14 

1 5  WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  adopted  by  the 

16  Board  of  Supervisors  on  July  21,  1997,  states  the  goals  of  maintaining  an  energy  supply  based  on 

1 7  renewable,  environmentally  sound  resources  and  eliminating  climate-changing  and  ozone- 

1 8  depleting  emissions  and  toxics  associated  with  traditional  energy  production  and  use;  now, 

1 9  therefore,  be  it 
20 

21  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  City  and  County  of  San 

22  Francisco  to  craft  a  solar  power  bond  for  consideration  on  the  November  2001  ballot  to  provide 

23  funding  for  solar  energy  technology  to  be  used  on  San  Francisco  public  buildings  and  land. 
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SF  Environment 


WILLIE  L.  BROWN,  JR. 
Mayor 


FRANCESCA  VIETOR 


Director 


Analysis  of  Muni  Report  on  California  Air  Resources  Board 
Transit  Bus  Emission  Regulations 

Submitted  by  Rick  Ruvolo,  Clean  Air  Program  (amended  2/7/01) 
Background 

This  analysis  is  in  response  to  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  Resolution  001- 
01  [Alternative  Fuels  Bus  Program],  which  was  unanimously  adopted  on  January  16,  2001.  This 
resolution  urges  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  to  authorize  funding 
for  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  to  purchase  alternative  fuel  buses  and  to  not  authorize 
funding  for  new  diesel  buses.  The  resolution  also  requests  that  the  Clean  Air  Program  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  complete  an  analysis  of  the  Muni  staff  report  on  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  (CARB)  Transit  Bus  Emission  Regulations.  This  Muni  staff  report  examines  the 
relative  merits  of  choosing  the  diesel  'path'  versus  the  alternative  fuel  'path'  to  meet  new  CARB 
transit  bus  emissions  standards. 

In  the  CARB  fuel  path  report,  Muni  staff  recommends  the  diesel  path  to  comply  with  CARB 
regulations.  In  addition,  Muni  staff  recommends  that  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Agency 
(MTA)  Board  of  Directors  authorize  the  purchase  of  up  to  175  diesel  buses  (151  standard  40-foot 
buses  and  24  articulated  buses)  under  an  option  of  an  existing  contract  with  Neoplan  USA.  On 
December  19,  2000,  the  MTA  Board  approved  the  diesel  fuel  path  and  approved  the  purchase  of 
175  diesel  buses  under  the  existing  contract. 

Muni  staff  estimates  that  the  cost  for  the  current  procurement  of  175  diesel  buses  is  $73.8  million. 
Under  the  existing  contract,  Muni  can  only  purchase  diesel  buses.  Federal  grants  will  comprise 
80%  of  the  funding  for  the  175  diesel  buses,  with  the  remaining  20%  to  come  from  local  SFCTA 
matching  funds.  According  to  Muni  staff,  the  contract  option  must  be  exercised  by  January  31st, 
2001  or  the  option  will  expire  and  Muni  will  be  required  to  develop  a  new  contract  for  the  buses. 
The  SFCTA  may  approve  or  reject  the  20%  matching  funds  request  for  the  175  buses.  The 
consequences  of  rejecting  the  matching  funds  likely  will  require  Muni  to  develop  new 
specifications  and  go  back  out  to  bid  for  new  buses. 

Since  the  MTA  Board  already  adopted  the  diesel  path  recommendation,  this  letter  will  not  debate 
the  merits  of  the  Muni  fuel  path  decision.  Instead,  this  letter  will  address  the  relative  merits  of 
natural  gas  versus  diesel  buses,  as  this  pertains  to  the  procurement  of  175  new  buses.  The 
comments  of  a  number  of  experts  in  the  fields  of  air  quality,  public  health,  and  natural  gas  transit 
operations  are  incorporated  within  this  letter. 
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History  of  Current  Muni  Diesel  Procurement 

In  1997,  Muni  staff  came  before  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  BoarL. 
(SFCTA)  to  request  funding  for  the  procurement  of  diesel  buses  to  replace  its  aging  fleet.  Muni 
staff  considered  the  diesel  bus  procurement  contract  essential  in  order  to  improve  transit  operations. 
At  the  time,  several  SFCTA  Board  members,  including  Board  members  Ammiano  and  Yaki,  were 
not  pleased  with  the  decision  to  purchase  diesel  buses,  as  their  policy  preference  was  for  the 
purchase  of  CNG  buses.  However,  Muni  was  suffering  considerable  operations  problems  with  its 
aging  fleet.  The  SFCTA  Board  reluctantly  approved  the  diesel  bus  purchase  with  the  stipulation 
that  future  bus  procurements  should  be  for  CNG  buses.  Muni  staff  assured  the  Board  that  every 
effort  would  be  made  to  include  CNG  buses  in  future  bus  procurements.  In  the  interim  between  the 
1997  diesel  bus  purchase  and  the  current  2001  diesel  bus  purchase,  Muni  staff  agreed  to  conduct  a 
CNG  bus  pilot  program.  The  Muni  CNG  bus  pilot  program  will  not  begin  until  this  coming  spring. 

In  March,  2000,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a  Resolution  that  urged  all  Bay 
Area  transit  agencies  serving  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  adopt  the  CARB  alternative 
fuel  path  and  begin  strategic  plans  for  compliance  with  these  regulations.  This  Resolution  was 
approved  and  signed  by  the  Mayor  on  April  14,  2000. 


Review  of  Muni  Report  on  CARB  Transit  Bus  Emission  Regulations 

Emissions 

Fuel  Path  Emissions  versus  Current  Procurement  Emissions:  The  Muni  staff  report  was  prepareu 
as  an  analysis  of  the  CARB  transit  bus  emissions  regulations  and,  as  requested  by  CARB,  the 
emissions  calculations  are  based  upon  fleet  averages  for  the  diesel  and  the  CNG  paths.  The  Muni 
fleet  average  emissions  calculations  are  based  upon  a  number  of  assumptions,  including  how  long 
the  older  highly  polluting  diesel  buses  will  remain  on  the  road.  These  assumptions  affect  the 
overall  emissions  outlook  for  the  respective  paths.  Since  the  MTA  Board  already  has  chosen  the 
diesel  path  for  the  CARB  transit  bus  fleet  rule,  this  report  will  focus  on  the  merits  of  Muni's 
proposal  to  purchase  175  diesel  buses. 

Regional  Air  Quality  Problem:  The  federal  Clean  Air  Act  requires  that  all  regions  of  the  United 
States  comply  with  federal  public  health  standards.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  lost  its  federal  air 
quality  attainment  status  in  1998.  The  loss  of  attainment  status  is  an  essential  indicator  that  the  air 
of  our  region  is  unhealthy,  sometimes  deadly,  to  breathe.  Unhealthy  air  quality  is  especially 
harmful  to  children  and  the  elderly.  In  addition,  the  failure  to  attain  federal  air  quality  standards 
creates  the  potential  for  federally  mandated  regulations  that  can  affect  local  businesses  and  hurt  the 
regional  economy.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  federal  EPA  recently  was  sued  to  enforce  the  Clean 
Air  Act  requirements  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  lawsuit  maintains  that  regional  planning  efforts  intended 
to  reduce  regional  air  pollution  are  inadequate  to  meet  national  ozone  standards.  This  suit  was  filed 
on  behalf  of  Bayview  Community  Advocates,  Communities  for  a  Better  Environment,  the  Sierra 
Club,  the  Latino  Issues  Forum,  the  Transportation  Solutions  Defense  and  Education  Fund,  and  the 
Urban  Habitat  Program. 1 
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Emissions  Overview:  Diesel  buses  are  clearly  more  hazardous  to  human  health  and  the  environment 
than  CNG  buses.  Diesel  exhaust  from  heavy-duty  trucks  and  buses  threatens  the  health  of  millions 
of  Americans  and  it  is  a  factor  in  the  increasing  rate  of  asthma  nationwide.2  Numerous  studies  have 
concluded  that  CNG  buses  emit  significantly  less  emissions  than  their  diesel  counterparts  -  Muni 
Director  Michael  Burns  confirmed  this  fact  at  the  December  19,  2000  MTA  Board  meeting.  Data 
from  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  indicates  that  CNG  buses  are  among  the  most 
cost  effective  ways  to  reduce  air  pollution  in  the  Bay  Area.3 

CARB  Regulations:  The  original  CARB  transit  bus  emissions  regulation  would  have  required  the 
use  of  alternative  fuel  buses,  since  diesel  buses  could  not  meet  the  regulations.  However,  under 
intense  pressure  from  the  diesel  industry,  the  CARB  rule  was  modified  to  include  diesel  buses 
equipped  with  new  technologies.  Nonetheless,  CARB  is  quite  clear  within  its  current  regulation 
that  it  would  prefer  for  California  transit  operators  to  choose  the  alternative  fuel  path.4  As  currently 
specified,  Muni's  175  diesel  bus  order  will  not  meet  the  2002  CARB  'clean'  diesel  standards.  To 
meet  C ARB's  future  standards  for  buses  purchased  between  1996  and  2002,  these  175  new  buses 
will  require  the  installment  of  particulate  traps  that  cost  from  $4,500  to  $9,000  per  vehicle5  (these 
buses  must  be  equipped  with  particulate  traps  by  2007).  In  addition,  these  new  buses  will  require 
the  use  of  low  sulfur  fuel  in  order  to  meet  future  CARB  regulations. 

Emissions  -  Particulate  Matter:  Particulate  matter  is  a  term  for  small  particles  that  can  become 
lodged  deep  within  the  lungs.  CNG  buses  currently  emit  50%  to  90%  less  particulate  matter  than 
conventional  diesel  buses,  depending  on  the  engine  and  the  driving  conditions.6  The  health  affects 
of  particulate  matter  include  the  aggravation  of  existing  respiratory  and  cardiovascular  disease, 
damage  to  lung  tissue,  and  premature  death.  In  addition,  particulate  matter  may  serve  as  a  delivery 
system  for  toxic  compounds.  Diesel  buses  equipped  with  particulate  traps  and  low  sulfur  fuel  will 
reduce  the  particulate  emissions,  but  the  emissions  will  still  not  be  as  clean  as  the  emissions  from  a 
natural  gas  bus.  According  to  the  Union  of  Concerned  Scientists,  over  a  12  year  projected  lifespan, 
175  CNG  buses  will  emit  48  tons  less  particulate  matter  than  'clean'  diesel  buses  equipped  with  the 
latest  emission  technologies.7 

Emissions  -  Nitrogen  Oxide:  CNG  buses  currently  emit  40%  to  60%  less  nitrogen  oxide  than 
conventional  diesel  buses.  Nitrogen  oxide  irritates  the  lungs  and  when  it  combines  with  sunlight,  it 
forms  ground  level  ozone,  otherwise  known  as  smog.  Ozone  can  damage  the  lungs  and  it  can 
aggravate  respiratory  illnesses  such  as  asthma. 

Infrastructure  Availability  and  Emissions:  The  emissions  calculations  within  the  Muni  report 
assume  that  it  would  take  until  2006  to  begin  operating  CNG  buses  and  thus,  older  highly  polluting 
diesel  buses  would  be  on  the  road  for  two  to  four  extra  years.  This  delay  in  the  introduction  of 
CNG  buses  significantly  biases  the  overall  emissions  calculations  in  favor  of  the  diesel  fleet  path. 
Other  transit  agencies  have  constructed  the  necessary  fueling  infrastructure  and  purchased  the  buses 
in  a  much  shorter  time.  The  Muni  staff  report  solely  considers  upgrading  the  Islais  Creek  facility, 
which  is  currently  under  construction  and  will  not  be  finished  until  2004.  The  report  does  not 
consider  an  upgrade  to  an  existing  facility  due  to  concerns  about  the  affect  upon  existing 
operations,  though  several  other  transit  agencies  have  successfully  upgraded  existing  facilities  to 
include  CNG  fuel.9 


February  12.  2001 
Page  4 


Technology  Durability:  Diesel  emissions  from  new  buses  have  improved  dramatically  over  the  past 
ten  years;  however,  future  improvements  are  still  somewhat  speculative.  The  Muni  staff  repor 
includes  the  assumption  that  the  diesel  emission  control  devices  (particulate  traps)  used  for  the  nevv 
diesel  buses  will  function  flawlessly.  Diesel  emission  control  devices  are  a  promising  new 
technology  currently  in  the  demonstration  phase  of  development  and  there  may  be  technical 
difficulties  with  their  eventual  use.  In  addition,  the  long-term  durability  of  emission  control  devices 
such  as  particulate  traps  is  not  yet  proven.  Should  the  devices  degrade  over  time  (as  is  normal  for 
emissions  technologies  used  for  gasoline  vehicles)  future  emissions  will  be  much  greater.  In 
addition,  should  the  low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  not  be  available,  the  particulate  traps  will  not  work  and 
will  need  to  be  removed  from  the  buses,  as  the  higher  sulfur  fuel  tends  to  damage  these  devices. 
Should  the  new  diesel  buses  inadvertently  be  fueled  with  regular  diesel  fuel,  the  particulate  traps 
may  be  damaged  and  need  to  be  replaced  at  a  cost  of  $4,500  to  $9,000  per  bus. 

Fuel  Availability:  Another  assumption  of  the  Muni  staff  report  is  that  low  sulfur  diesel  will  be 
widely  available.  Two  transit  agencies  are  currently  testing  the  use  of  low  sulfur  diesel,  but  it  is  not 
clear  when  this  fuel  will  be  widely  available.  CARB  plans  to  require  the  production  and  use  of  low 
sulfur  diesel  earlier  than  the  anticipated  national  availability  in  2006,  but  it  is  still  unclear  if 
refineries  can  meet  an  earlier  introduction  date  and  if  they  can,  whether  the  fuel  will  be  available  on 
a  consistent  basis.  If  the  low  sulfur  fuel  is  not  available,  the  diesel  buses  will  not  be  able  to  use  the 
new  emissions  control  devices  and  thus,  will  create  much  greater  emissions  than  projected  in  the 
Muni  staff  report.  Furthermore,  a  small  market  specialty  fuel  such  as  low  sulfur  diesel  is  subject  to 
much  greater  price  fluctuations  than  one  that  is  widely  used  (as  was  the  case  with  reformulated 
gasoline).  It  is  projected  that  the  low  sulfur  fuel  will  cost  an  additional  five  to  ten  cents  a  gallon,  but 
this  is  speculative.  Currently,  New  York's  transit  fleet  is  purchasing  low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  for  an 
additional  12  cents  per  gallon  and  this  fuel  has  twice  the  sulfur  content  of  CARB's  low  sulfur  fu( 
requirements.10 

Toxics:  Air  toxics  can  cause  birth  defects  and  other  reproductive  problems,  impairment  of  the 
immune  system,  blood  disorders,  and  other  health  effects.  The  Muni  staff  report  does  not  consider 
in  depth  the  qualitative  aspects  of  diesel  particulate  emissions,  in  particular  the  toxics  issue.  CARB 
classifies  diesel  particulate  emissions  as  a  toxic  air  contaminant.  Diesel  exhaust  contains  over  40 
toxic  chemicals,  half  of  which  are  known  or  suspected  carcinogens."  In  comparison,  CNG  is 
virtually  toxin  free  -  a  1992  EPA  study  concluded  that  the  potential  of  natural  gas  exhaust  as  a 
toxic  air  contaminant  is  low  enough  to  not  warrant  additional  research.12  Even  if  diesel  particulate 
emissions  are  reduced  to  the  level  of  natural  gas  engines,  there  will  remain  a  toxics  problem  with 
the  diesel  engine.  Though  the  federal  government  does  not  currently  regulate  diesel  toxics,  this 
issue  is  the  subject  of  intense  medical  research. 

Cancer:  CARB  estimates  that  over  70%  of  the  cancer  risk  from  all  sources  of  air  pollution  is  a 
direct  result  of  diesel  particulate.13  The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  estimates  that 
over  a  70-year  lifetime  of  exposure  there  will  be  28  additional  cases  of  lung  cancer  in  San 
Francisco  as  a  result  of  diesel  exhaust  from  urban  buses.14  These  lung  cancer  cases  could  be 
reduced  through  the  introduction  of  stricter  diesel  emissions  standards,  diesel  exhaust  controls,  and 
cleaner  diesel  fuel,  but  they  would  be  avoidable  through  the  use  of  CNG  buses. 

Environmental  Justice:  Low-income  and  minority  neighborhoods  shoulder  a  disproportionate  share 
of  the  risks  from  diesel  exhaust  -  this  is  a  major  environmental  justice  issue.  Low-income  ar\ 
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minority  neighborhoods  frequently  experience  high  levels  of  air  pollution  because  these 
neighborhoods  are  frequently  located  near  urban  highways  and  near  polluting  industrial  activity, 
such  as  diesel  bus  depots.  Within  San  Francisco,  the  Bayview/Hunter's  Point  area  suffers  from 
higher  levels  of  asthma  than  the  rest  of  the  city. 

Greenhouse  Gases:  The  Muni  staff  report  erroneously  confuses  carbon  monoxide  with  carbon 
dioxide  in  its  analysis  of  greenhouse  gases.  Carbon  monoxide  pollution  is  not  currently  a 
significant  concern  in  the  Bay  Area,  as  our  region  meets  EPA  standards.  Concerning  greenhouse 
gases,  CNG  buses  do  emit  higher  levels  of  methane,  but  lower  levels  of  carbon  dioxide.  According 
to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy,  when  the  total  fuel  cycle  of  production,  fueling,  and  emissions 
are  compared,  the  total  greenhouse  emissions  are  similar  for  CNG  and  diesel  buses.15  A  recent 
Union  of  Concerned  Scientists  study  estimates  that  CNG  bus  greenhouse  gas  emissions  are  slightly 
less  (4%)  than  those  for  diesel.16 

Small  Particulate  Matter:  The  Muni  staff  report  suggests  that  CNG  particulate  matter  may  be 
smaller  in  size  and  thus  more  harmful,  but  the  evidence  here  is  inconclusive  and  different  studies 
have  reached  different  conclusions.  The  study  cited  within  the  Muni  report  is  merely  a  literature 
review  and  it  does  not  conclude  that  CNG  particulate  matter  is  smaller,  but  merely  suggests  that 
this  might  be  the  case.17  It  also  should  be  noted  that  the  study  cited  within  the  Muni  report  was 
funded  by  a  diesel  engine  manufacturer  and  thus,  may  contain  bias. 

Vehicle  Operations 

Reliability:  On-time  performance  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  an  important  priority  for  Muni. 
Vehicle  reliability  and  performance  are  of  utmost  concern  if  Muni  is  to  remain  a  viable 
transportation  option.  CNG  buses  are  a  technology  that  has  had  some  reliability  concerns  in  the 
past,  but  there  has  been  much  improvement  over  the  last  ten  years.  CNG  buses  are  considered  quite 
reliable  today.  Several  transit  districts  within  California,  including  Sacramento  and  SunLine 
Transit,  report  no  differences  in  reliability  between  diesel  and  natural  gas  buses.  Over  half  of  the 
buses  currently  on  order  within  California  will  run  on  CNG. 

Vehicle  Mileage  and  Range:  The  Muni  staff  report  states  that  a  forty-foot  CNG  bus  has  a  range  of 
about  250  miles,  while  a  diesel  bus  has  a  range  of  400  miles.  The  Muni  report  suggests  that  a  CNG 
bus  would  need  mid-shift  refueling  and  that  this  would  decrease  service  quality,  raise  operating 
costs,  and  increase  maintenance  costs.  These  assumptions  are  based  on  misconceptions  - 
Sacramento,  Los  Angeles,  and  Sonoma  all  operate  CNG  buses  with  ranges  of  400  to  450  miles.19 
The  Muni  staff  report  thus  penalizes  CNG  for  a  problem  that  does  not  exist. 

Infrastructure  Readiness 

Facilities:  A  CNG  fueling  station  would  need  to  be  constructed  to  service  new  CNG  buses.  Muni 
staff  estimates  that  such  a  new  facility  could  not  be  operational  until  2006.  This  estimate  is  based 
on  the  assumption  that  it  will  take  two  extra  years  of  design  modifications  and  construction  time  to 
install  a  CNG  station  at  the  Islais  Creek  facility.  Many  other  transit  agencies  have  developed  CNG 
fueling  infrastructure  much  quicker  and  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  an  operational  CNG  station 
could  be  designed  and  constructed  on  existing  Muni  maintenance  property  by  2003  or  incorporated 
into  the  new  Islais  Creek  facility  by  the  original  2004  opening  date.  The  Muni  report  claims  that 
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space  constraints  and  the  possibility  of  disruptions  to  service  prevent  the  conversion  of  an  existing 
facility,  though  many  other  transit  agencies  have  done  this  without  significant  problems.20  ^ 

Diesel  Fuel  Supply:  The  future  availability  of  low  sulfur  diesel  fuel,  upon  which  the  Muni  staff 
report  bases  its  diesel  emissions  estimates,  is  not  guaranteed.  The  Muni  report  indicates  that  low 
sulfur  fuel  is  currently  available  from  only  one  fuel  supplier  on  the  West  Coast.  This  market  will 
likely  expand  as  the  demand  for  low  sulfur  fuel  grows,  but  a  small  market  fuel  such  as  low  sulfur 
diesel  may  be  risky  due  to  refinery  problems  (a  significant  problem  with  reformulated  gasoline)  and 
the  potential  for  market  manipulation.  Low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  is  a  brand  new  technology  and  it  is  not 
widely  proven  to  be  available  or  to  be  uniform  in  quality.  In  response  to  the  federal  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  proposal  to  reduce  the  sulfur  content  within  diesel  fuel  by  2006,  several 
refiners  and  oil  companies  requested  that  the  rule  be  withdrawn.  The  oil  industry  letter  stated  that 
the  requirement  of  low  sulfur  diesel  "is  a  blueprint  for  future  shortages  of  diesel  and  home  heating 
oil"  and  suggested  that  it  would  increase  the  cost  of  diesel  over  the  already  high  levels.21  The  EPA 
passed  its  diesel  rule  in  December  2000.  In  response  to  the  new  EPA  rule,  several  oil  industry 
groups  plan  to  challenge  the  new  EPA  rules  for  reasons  that  requiring  low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  may 
cause  shortages  and  may  lead  to  significant  price  increases  of  15  cents  or  more  per  gallon.22  As  was 
shown  earlier  in  this  letter,  New  York's  transit  fleet  is  purchasing  low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  for  an 
additional  12  cents  per  gallon  and  this  fuel  has  twice  the  sulfur  content  of  CARB's  low  sulfur  fuel 
requirements. 

MUNI  Organizational  Issues 

Risks  of  New  Technologies:  The  Muni  staff  report  suggests  that  to  minimize  risks,  major  changes 
should  not  be  implemented  at  the  same  time.  Adding  another  technology  will  require  majd[ 
changes  to  the  way  Muni  carries  out  its  operations.  While  Muni  has  encountered  operational 
problems  with  new  technologies  in  the  past,  a  properly  designed  CNG  bus  and  fueling  facility  need 
not  be  considered  a  risky  technology.  CNG  buses  have  been  incorporated  into  many  other  transit 
systems  without  significant  operational  problems  and  there  is  a  wealth  of  operational  experience 
throughout  the  state  and  the  nation  to  help  with  the  transition.  Diesel  emissions  control 
technologies,  on  the  other  hand,  are  quite  new  and  pose  their  own  risks. 


Employee  Health  and  Safety 

Hazard  Reduction:  Both  diesel  and  CNG  fuels  have  hazards  associated  with  them.  Both  fuels  are 
combustible  (thus  their  usefulness  as  a  fuel)  and  therefore  hazardous.  However,  it  is  difficult  to  say 
that  one  fuel  may  be  more  hazardous  than  the  other  one. 

Employee  Cancer  Risk:  A  recent  study  of  3,400  men  with  and  without  lung  cancer  found  that  those 
with  the  highest  on-the-job  exposure  to  diesel  fumes  (including  mechanics  and  bus  drivers)  were 
63%  more  likely  to  develop  cancer  than  men  not  exposed  to  the  exhaust.  The  63%  increased  risk  is 
comparable  to  the  68%  higher  risk  found  for  on-the-job  asbestos  exposure.  This  study  indicated 
that  nearly  3%  of  the  lung  cancer  cases  seen  within  this  study  could  have  been  prevented  had  the 
men  not  been  exposed  to  diesel  exhaust."3  Though  epidemiological  studies  of  the  relationship 
between  diesel  exhaust  and  lung  cancer  have  been  unclear,  a  number  of  studies  such  as  this  one 
indicate  that  prolonged  exposure  to  diesel  fumes  increases  the  odds  of  a  worker  developing  the 
disease.  Diesel's  possible  carcinogenic  nature  may  be  a  significant  future  liability  for  Muni,  as  ( 
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has  been  for  other  companies  such  as  cigarette  manufacturers  and  asbestos  related  companies 
whose  products  cause  lung  cancer. 

Environmental  Hazards:  Since  diesel  fuel  is  stored  underground,  it  may  contaminate  the  soil  and 
the  water  table,  if  the  tanks  leak.  Soil  contaminated  with  diesel  is  a  significant  environmental 
hazard  and  the  cleanup  of  underground  tank  pollution  can  be  quite  costly.  In  addition,  the  recent 
diesel  oil  spill  in  the  Galapagos  Islands  and  the  frequent  refinery  problems  in  the  Bay  Area 
highlight  the  inherent  environmental  threats  from  the  transportation  and  production  of  petroleum 
based  fuels. 

Capital  Costs 

Vehicles:  CNG  buses  are  more  expensive  than  diesel  buses,  costing  on  average  an  additional 
$25,000  to  $75,000.  The  Muni  report  suggests  that  an  additional  200  CNG  buses  would  cost 
between  $12  to  $18  million  and  this  reflects  an  incremental  cost  in  the  range  of  $60,000  to  $90,000 
per  bus.  However,  industry  sources  suggest  that  large  scale  orders  for  CNG  buses  will  fall  within 
the  range  of  $35,000  to  $50,000  more  per  bus24  for  a  total  additional  cost  of  $7  to  $10  million.  If  an 
incremental  approach  were  preferred,  an  additional  75  CNG  buses  (or  half  of  the  150  forty  foot 
diesel  buses  planned  for  purchase)  would  only  cost  an  additional  $2.6  million  to  $3.7  million. 

Fueling  Facility:  It  is  estimated  within  the  Muni  staff  report  that  the  construction  of  a  new  CNG 
fueling  facility  will  cost  in  the  range  of  $5.5  million.  While  the  construction  of  a  new  CNG  fueling 
facility  will  be  costly,  the  specific  cost  will  depend  on  the  facility  and  it  may  be  significantly  less 
than  the  Muni  estimate.  Furthermore,  there  is  the  opportunity  to  finance  a  portion  of  the  station 
through  the  use  of  a  fueling  contract.  Fueling  contract  financing  involves  the  guarantee  of  a  specific 
volume  of  fuel  at  a  higher  fuel  price  in  order  to  finance  a  portion  or  in  some  cases  all  of  the  capital 
cost  of  the  station.  Industry  sources  state  that  given  fueling  contract  financing,  a  more  realistic  cost 
for  the  fueling  station  and  the  Muni  facility  upgrade  would  be  in  the  $1  million  to  $2.5  million 

25 

range. 

Fuel  Cell  Bus  Readiness:  While  natural  gas  bus  engines  are  extremely  clean,  hydrogen  fuel  cell 
buses  offer  the  promise  of  a  zero  emission  transit  future.  The  hydrogen  used  to  power  a  fuel  cell 
may  be  obtained  from  a  variety  of  sources,  including  natural  gas,  gasoline,  diesel,  methanol,  and 
ethanol.  While  the  fuel  source  to  create  hydrogen  for  future  fuel  cell  buses  remains  an  open 
question,  it  should  be  noted  that  since  CNG  and  hydrogen  are  both  gaseous  fuels,  they  are  the  most 
compatible  technologies.  The  technology  and  infrastructure  needed  to  store,  produce,  and  distribute 
hydrogen  are  quite  similar  to  that  of  CNG,  in  fact,  most  of  the  hydrogen  produced  today  is  made 
from  natural  gas.  Currently,  Sunline  Transit  in  Palm  Springs  uses  its  CNG  fueling  equipment  to 
convert  natural  gas  into  hydrogen,  which  is  used  to  fuel  its  demonstration  fuel  cell  bus.  Thus, 
though  the  large-scale  introduction  of  fuel  cell  buses  likely  will  not  occur  for  at  least  ten  to  fifteen 
years,  the  construction  of  CNG  infrastructure  can  serve  as  an  investment  in  a  clean  fuel  transit 
future. 

Grant  Funding:  There  are  numerous  sources  of  grant  funding  at  the  local,  state,  and  national  levels 
that  can  help  offset  the  additional  cost  of  a  CNG  bus  program.  As  an  example,  Muni  has  access  to 
two  sources  of  local  funding  through  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  -  the 
Transportation  Fund  for  Clean  Air  (TFCA)  and  the  Carl  Moyer  Program.  Given  the  funding 
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guidelines  for  TFCA  and  Carl  Moyer,  one  would  expect  that  a  Muni  application  for  100  or  more 
CNG  buses  would  achieve  a  $1  million  award  from  each  source.  It  would  be  wise  to  initiate  a  mor/ 
thorough  analysis  of  funding  sources  available  for  CNG  buses. 

Operating  Costs 

Fuel  Costs:  While  a  comparison  of  natural  gas  and  diesel  fuel  prices  will  always  be  a  comparison 
of  moving  targets,  the  Muni  staff  report  assumption  that  CNG  fuel  will  cost  Muni  an  additional 
$500,000  annually  is  not  consistent  with  historical  fuel  price  levels  nor  with  projected  future  fuel 
costs.  Both  diesel  and  natural  gas  have  shown  enormous  volatility  over  the  last  year.  The  current 
cost  of  natural  gas  is  quite  high,  but  this  is  a  historical  anomaly.  According  to  Wharton 
Econometrics  Forecasting  Associates,  by  April  2001  the  price  of  CNG  should  return  to  its  historic 
levels  of  approximately  $.70  per  diesel  gallon  equivalent.26  Contrary  to  Muni  fuel  cost  projections, 
other  industry  sources  predict  that  CNG  should  remain  cost  competitive  with  diesel  over  the  next 
few  years,  and  there  is  the  potential  for  significant  long  term  cost  savings.  CARB  states  that  fuel 
costs  per  mile  for  natural  gas  buses  historically  are  less  than  diesel  buses  and  the  increased  price  of 
low  sulfur  diesel  fuel  likely  will  increase  this  difference. 

Maintenance  Costs:  The  Muni  report  suggests  that  the  maintenance  costs  of  CNG  buses  will  be 
higher  than  those  for  diesel  buses.  However,  CNG  bus  operators  have  different  experiences  with 
maintaining  the  vehicles  -  some  transit  systems  have  seen  higher  maintenance  costs,  while  other 
transit  systems  have  seen  lower  maintenance  costs.  The  Muni  report  relies  on  a  worst-case  scenario. 
CARB  estimates  that  though  some  diesel  fleets  may  currently  be  cheaper  to  maintain  than  CNG 
fleets,  the  additional  cost  to  maintain  the  new  diesel  exhaust  systems  should  equalize  the  costs. 

Operating  Costs:  The  Muni  staff  report  projects  a  $1.2  million  operating  cost  per  division  per  year 
for  mid-day  refueling.  As  demonstrated  earlier  in  this  letter,  there  are  CNG  buses  with  sufficient 
range  to  meet  Muni's  everyday  needs  and  these  buses  would  not  require  mid-day  fueling.  Thus,  the 
mid-day  refueling  cost  should  not  be  a  concern. 

Training  Costs:  Any  new  technology  will  involve  additional  costs  to  train  staff  in  its  operation. 
CNG  will  involve  training  costs  and  so  too  will  the  new  diesel  emission  control  systems.  CNG 
training  programs  typically  are  not  very  expensive  and  this  should  not  be  a  concern.  San  Francisco 
Community  College  offers  CNG  training  programs.  Training  has  not  been  a  significant  issue  for 
Central  Shops,  which  currently  maintains  approximately  300  light  duty  CNG  vehicles. 

Health  Costs:  While  Muni  must  be  concerned  with  its  own  internal  operations  budget,  a  more 
comprehensive  City  cost  analysis  should  include  the  health  costs  of  diesel  exhaust.  Citywide,  the 
health  related  costs  of  asthma  and  other  respiratory  illnesses  are  quite  high.  Though  Muni's 
contribution  to  the  respiratory  health  problem  in  San  Francisco  is  small  proportionate  to  the  overall 
problem,  it  is  a  contributor  nonetheless. 

Energy  Security:  Natural  gas  is  a  domestically  produced  fuel  that  is  not  subject  to  foreign  price 
manipulations.  Oil,  on  the  other  hand,  is  largely  imported  -  over  half  of  the  petroleum  used  within 
the  United  States  is  imported  from  overseas.  As  was  seen  during  the  Gulf  War,  energy  security  is  a 
vital  national  concern.  Our  over-reliance  on  foreign  energy  sources  can  lead  to  frequent  price 
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fluctuations  and  occasional  shortages  based  upon  the  whims  of  the  OPEC  cartel  and  the  politics  of 
the  Middle  East. 

Bay  Area  Region's  Response  to  the  CARB  Rule 

Every  transit  operator  in  the  state  of  California  decided  in  January  2001  whether  they  will  follow 
the  diesel  path  or  the  alternative  fuel  path  to  meet  CARB's  new  transit  bus  emission  regulations. 
The  Muni  staff  report  correctly  states  that  10  of  the  11  larger  transit  districts  within  the  Bay  Area 
chose  the  diesel  path.  However,  the  staff  report  neglects  to  mention  that  at  that  same  time,  24  of  the 
43  largest  California  transit  agencies  chose  the  alternative  fuel  path  -  these  agencies  constitute  65% 
of  the  transit  buses  within  California.  In  Southern  California,  19  of  21  agencies  chose  the 
alternative  fuel  path.  However,  in  Northern  California,  only  5  of  22  chose  the  alternative  fuel  path 
(one  of  which  is  in  the  Bay  Area)."  As  these  figures  show,  the  Bay  Area  trend  towards  diesel  buses 
is  clearly  the  exception  and  not  the  rule  within  California.  It  should  be  noted,  that  given  the  Bay 
Area's  overwhelming  selection  of  the  diesel  fuel  path,  the  transit  bus  fleets  of  our  region  will  be 
among  the  dirtiest  in  the  state. 

Conclusion 

Incorporating  CNG  buses  into  Muni's  existing  fleet  operations  will  require  significant  time  and 
effort,  but  it  is  not  an  impossible  or  especially  risky  undertaking.  Far  from  it,  thousands  of  CNG 
buses  are  in  operation  throughout  the  nation  and  many  more  are  being  purchased  every  day.  In  fact, 
over  50%  of  the  new  buses  on  order  in  California  are  clean  burning  natural  gas  buses.  The  residents 
of  San  Francisco  deserve  the  cleanest  bus  technology  available  and  CNG  buses  currently  fit  this 
description.  Reducing  the  amount  of  diesel  buses  on  the  streets  of  San  Francisco  will  reduce  the 
number  of  asthma  and  other  respiratory  illnesses  seen  within  our  hospitals  and  reduce  the  number 
of  San  Franciscans  that  develop  lung  cancer.  While  the  Department  of  the  Environment  respects  the 
vital  daily  transportation  role  that  Muni  provides  to  San  Francisco,  we  also  believe  that  it  is 
imperative  that  such  services  not  endanger  the  health  of  San  Francisco  residents.  The  purchase  of 
compressed  natural  gas  buses  both  will  meet  the  City's  transportation  needs  and  satisfy  its  desire 
for  environmental  protections. 

Respectfully  Submitted, 

Rick  Ruvolo 

Manager,  Clean  Air  Program 

C:  Mayor  Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr. 

Commissioners,  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 
Directors,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Authority 
Andrew  Nash,  Director,  SFCTA 
Michael  Burns,  Director,  MUNI 

Francesca  Vietor,  Director,  SF  Department  of  the  Environment 
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\ 

RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT  REBECCA  EVANS 

SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL,  VICE  PRESIDENT  PARIN  SHAH 

THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM  ROBERT  K.  WERBE 

PATRICIA  W.  CHANG 

..MINUTES 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

MONDAY,  FEBRUARY  20,  2001  SPECIAL  MEETING 

#/ 

1 )  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:09  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Bradford-Bell,  Bingham,  and  Hayes. 

c)  Commissioners  Shah  and  Werbe  were  excused. 

d)  Commissioner  Chang  was  absent. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  January  1 6,  2001  Special  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Evans. 

3)  Solar  Power  in  San  Francisco  -  INFORMATION  ITEM 

a)  David  Hochschild  of  the  Mayor's  Office  presented  on  the  advantages  of  solar  power  and  the  idea 
of  a  solar  bond  measure.  Mr.  Hochschild  stated  that  the  five  advantages  for  solar  energy  are: 

(1 )  Solar  energy  is  completely  clean  energy,  whereas  traditional  power  plants  are  the  biggest 
contributor  to  global  warming. 

(2)  Solar  energy  systems  are  very  durable.  Solar  panels  degrade  very  little. 

(3)  Solar  systems  feed  energy  into  the  grid  at  times  when  it  is  most  needed. 

(4)  Solar  systems  give  us  energy  independence  i.e.  in  case  of  disaster. 

(5)  Solar  systems  are  silent  because  there  are  no  moving  parts. 

Mr.  Hochschild  stated  that  the  purpose  of  a  solar  power  bond  measure  is  to  collect  funding  for 
solar  energy  technology  for  City  facilities.  He  also  stated  that  the  goal  is  that  the  bond  measure 
would  pay  for  itself. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  whether  sun  slates  could  be  used  for  City  facilities.  Mr. 
Hochschild  replied  that  sun  slates  are  mainly  used  for  homes.  He  also  stated  that  solar 
panels  are  often  incorporated  into  roof  shingles  in  Germany. 

ii)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  how  many  City  owned  buildings  would  be  converted  as  a 
result  of  the  solar  bond  measure.  Mr.  Hochschild  stated  that  the  City  would  first  work  on  a 
few  large  buildings  and  then  move  to  libraries,  schools,  and  some  other  public  buildings. 

iii)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  whether  there  was  any  potential  to  generate  wind  power  in  San 
Francisco.  Mr.  Hochschild  stated  that  the  problems  with  wind  power  are  that  it  is  noisy  and 
that  windmills  kill  birds.  Commissioner  Hayes  also  asked  what  size  bond  or  what  range 
would  be  appropriate.  Mr.  Hochschild  stated  that  a  bond  between  $50  million  and  $120 
million  would  be  appropriate. 

iv)  Executive  Director  Vietor  asked  Mr.  Hochschild  if  solar  thermal  should  be  prioritized.  Mr. 
Hochschild  stated  that  it  would  be  great  to  include  water  heating,  however  due  to  the  energy 
crisis  we  are  more  likely  to  get  a  bond  related  to  energy  to  pass. 


4)   Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  002-01 -COE  Solar  Power  Bond  -  ACTION  ITEM 
a)  The  resolution  was  amended  to  include  solar  water  heating  for  City  buildings.  The  amended 


resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell, 
b)  Comments 

i)    Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  whether  the  resolution  would  eliminate  the  City's  options 
for  utilizing  other  alternative  energy  sources.  Executive  Director  Vietor  recommended  that 
the  resolution  be  amended  to  include  solar  water  heating  as  another  part  of  the  City's  solar 
plan. 

5)  Department  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2001-2002  -  INFORMATION  ITEM 

a)  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  presented  about  the 
department  budget.  He  stated  that  the  budget  is  still  in  a  fluid  state  and  that  it  does  not  include 
the  $13  million  grant  program  or  enhancements.  The  total  department  budget  would  be  $1 .5 
million,  not  including  enhancements. 

b)  Comments 

i)    Executive  Director  Vietor  stated  that  the  Mayor's  Office  has  requested  that  departments  not 
enhance  their  budgets  and  that  they  absorb  COLA  (Cost  of  Living  Adjustment). 

6)  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report  -  INFORMATION  ITEM 

a)   In  the  absence  of  the  Chair  of  the  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Ad  Hoc  Committee, 

Executive  Director  Vietor  reported  on  the  status  of  the  Commission's  grant  program.  She  stated 
that  17  out  of  50  applicants  were  selected  to  move  forward  to  the  second  phase  of  the  grant 
program.  She  also  stated  that  two  workshops  would  be  held  on  March  7  and  8  for  the  17 
applicants  that  were  asked  to  submit  complete  proposals. 

7)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  amended  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  by  adding  the  following  new 
provision:  Prohibiting  the  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices  at  and  during  public  meetings. 

b)  Department  of  the  Environment  Diesel  Report 
i)  Comments 

(1)  Rick  Ruvolo,  Manager  of  the  Clean  Air  Program,  stated  that  he  would  be  available  to 
answer  any  questions  regarding  the  diesel  report.  He  also  encouraged  the 
Commissioners  to  attend  the  Transportation  Authority  meeting  regarding  Muni's  bus 
procurement  on  February  26,  2001  at  10:00  a.m. 

(2)  Executive  Director  Vietor  acknowledged  the  Mr.  Ruvolo  and  the  Clean  Air  Program  staff 
for  putting  together  the  Muni  staff  report  rebuttal. 

8)  Director's  Report 

Executive  Director  Vietor  presented  the  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  Director's  Reports  for 
Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office,  located  at  1 1  Grove  St. 
during  regular  business  hours, 
a)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  why  the  Mayor  is  only  asking  for  a  5%  reduction  in  energy 
usage.  Executive  Director  Vietor  responded  that  the  supply  and  installation  of  light  bulbs  is  a 
hindering  factor,  as  well  as  the  City  no  longer  has  a  Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation. 

ii)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  what  the  Department  is  planning  to  do  for  Earth  Day.  Executive 
Director  Vietor  responded  that  the  Mayor's  Annual  Earth  Day  Breakfast  will  be  on  April  20, 
2001 .  She  also  stated  that  the  Department's  Annual  Report  would  be  available  on  that  day. 

iii)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  what  is  happening  with  the  Harding  Park  situation.  Executive 
Director  responded  that  the  Arnold  Palmer  group  pulled  out  of  the  RFP  process  and  that  the 
company  that  was  second  in  line  for  the  RFP  will  have  to  meet  all  of  the  department's 
requirements.  Commissioner  Evans  also  asked  if  the  Department  is  monitoring  the  Lake 
Merced  issues.  Executive  Director  Vietor  responded  that  due  to  limited  staff  and  resources, 
the  Department  is  not  able  to  serve  on  the  Lake  Merced  Task  Force. 

iv)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  whether  the  Commissioners  would  receive  new  business 
cards.  Commission  Secretary  Mehta  will  inquire  about  Commissioners'  business  cards  and 
respond  to  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell. 

v)  Commissioner  Bingham  announced  that  Grace  Cathedral  is  going  to  hold  an  interfaith  Earth 
Day  event  to  tie  religion  to  the  earth.  Executive  Director  Vietor  requested  that  Commissioner 


Bingham  provide  flyers  for  the  event  for  the  Eco  Center. 


9)  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  Commissioner  Hayes  reported  that  the  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  would  be  on  March  22 
at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

10)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  reported  that  the  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting 
would  be  on  March  14,  2001  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove. 

1 1 )  New  Business  -  There  was  no  new  business  at  this  time. 

12)  President's  Announcements 

a)  President  Hayes  announced  that  Commissioners  would  receive  Form  700  from  the  Ethics 
Commission  and  would  be  required  to  fill  out  their  annual  Statements  of  Economic  Interest, 
i)    Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  requested  that  the  Commission  Secretary  contact  the  Ethics 

Commission  to  determine  whether  a  Commissioner  needs  to  fill  out  a  separate  form  for  each 

Commission  he  or  she  serves  on. 

13)  Public  Comments  -  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 

14)  Adjournment -The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:09  p.m. 
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URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  CRAFT  A  SOLAR  POWER 
BOND  FOR  CONSIDERATION  ON  THE  NOVEMBER  2001  BALLOT  TO  PROVIDE 
FUNDING  FOR  SOLAR  ENERGY  TECHNOLOGY  TO  GENERATE  POWER  AND  HEAT 
WATER  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS. 

WHEREAS,  the  majority  of  the  world's  Nobel  prize  winning  scientists  have  signed  a  letter  to  the 
United  Nations  stating  that  global  warming  is  the  single  biggest  threat  to  the  planet;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  single  biggest  contributor  to  global  warming  is  pollution  from  coal  and  oil  fired 
power  plants;  and, 

WHEREAS,  on  Earth  Day  1999,  Mayor  Willie  Brown  designated  reduction  of  global  warming 
greenhouse  gases  one  of  his  administration's  priorities;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  establishes  a  goal 
of  maintaining  an  energy  supply  based  on  renewable,  environmentally  sound  resources  and 
eliminating  climate-changing  and  ozone-depleting  emissions;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  is  committed  to  protecting  San  Francisco's  air 
quality,  reducing  San  Francisco's  air  pollution,  and  addressing  global  warming;  and, 
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WHEREAS,  natural  gas  is  a  known  contributor  to  global  warming  and  diesel  particulate  matter 
was  declared  to  be  a  Toxic  Air  Contaminant  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  and 
diesel  has  been  listed  as  a  known  Carcinogen  under  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and  Toxic 
Enforcement  Act  (Prop  65)  since  1990;  and 

WHEREAS,  California's  energy  crisis  has  resulted  in  the  use  of  diesel  backup  generators  during 
electricity  shortages;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  increased  use  of  diesel  backup  generators  would  adversely  affect  San 
Francisco's  air  quality  and  public  health;  and, 

WHEREAS,  California's  energy  crisis  has  made  it  necessary  to  rethink  the  way  in  which  San 
Francisco  gets  its  electricity;  and, 

WHEREAS,  because  of  our  technology-based  economy  and  the  population  growth  in  the  Bay 
Area,  San  Francisco  is  more  dependent  on  electricity  than  ever  before;  and, 

WHEREAS,  as  an  earthquake-prone  city,  San  Francisco  is  particularly  vulnerable  to  grid 
failures;  and, 

WHEREAS,  solar  energy  offers  a  clean,  reliable,  silent  way  to  produce  electricity  that  will  help 
make  our  energy  supply  more  secure  while  protecting  our  air  quality  and  environment;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  potential  for  solar  power  generation  in  San  Francisco  is  enormous  and  could 
lead  San  Francisco  to  electric  self  sufficiency;  and, 
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WHEREAS,  solar  energy  systems  are  remarkably  durable  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  first 
solar  arrays  installed  forty  years  ago  are  still  in  operation;  and, 

WHEREAS,  solar  energy  systems  generate  electricity  at  the  source  where  it  is  consumed  and 
would  provide  power  even  if  the  electrical  grid  fails;  and, 

WHEREAS,  natural  gas,  a  limited  resource  and  fossil  fuel,  is  burned  to  heat  San  Francisco's 
water,  as  well  as  provide  electricity  in  San  Francisco;  and, 

WHEREAS,  solar  water  heating  in  public  buildings  would  reduce  the  City's  dependence  on 
natural  gas,  thereby  further  reducing  San  Francisco's  contribution  to  global  warming  and  air 
pollution;  now,  therefore  be  it, 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  to  craft  a  solar  power  bond  for  consideration  on  the  November  2001  ballot  to  provide 
funding  for  solar  energy  technology  to  generate  power  and  heat  water  for  San  Francisco's  public 
buildings. 

/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  Special  meeting  on 
February  20,  2001. 


Sraddha  Mehta  ^ 
Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Hayes,  Evans,  Bingham,  and  Bradford-Bell. 
Noes:  None. 

Absent:  Commissioners  Shah,  Werbe,  and  Chang. 
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ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded 
that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine 
Ordinance.] 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center, 
four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister, 
#19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71 
Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
(formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van  Ness  & 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired 
to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed, 
ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its 
programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of 
the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 


conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the 
people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 
OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room 
409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax: 
(415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
March  19,  2001 
6  p.m.  Room  400,  City  Hall 

1 .  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  February  20,  2001  Special  Meeting  ACTION 
(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  February  20,  2001  Special  Meeting)* 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  consent  calendar. 
REGULAR  CALENDAR 

3.  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  at  Golf  Courses  PRESENTATIONS 

Presentation  by  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  IPM  Coordinator 

Presentation  by  Philip  Rossi,  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  IPM  Coordinator 

Presentation  by  Dan  McKenna,  Recreation  and  Parks  Department 

Presentation  by  Robin  Breuer,  Public  Utilities  Commission  IPM  Coordinator 

Presentation  by  Sheila  Daar,  IPM  Expert,  Technical  Consultant  to  the  City  &  County  of  San 

Francisco 

4.  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  003-01-COE  City  Golf  Courses  ACTION 

Sponsored  by  Commissioner  Shah 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  003-01-COE  City  Golf  Courses)* 

5.  Communications  &  Correspondence  INFORMATION 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .    Ethics  Commission  letter  regarding  Statements  of  Economic  Interest.  Please  submit  Form 
700  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  March  27,  2001. 

6.  Director's  Report  INFORMATION 
Francesca  Vietor,  Executive  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 

(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)* 

7.  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  March  22  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

8.  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Chang,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  April  1 1  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

9.  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Shah,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

10.  New  Business  INFORMATION 

11.  President's  Announcements  INFORMATION 

12.  Public  Comments  INFORMATION 

13.  Adjournment 


Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


) 


I 


Resolution  No.  003-01 -COE 
City  Golf  Courses 
March  19,  2001 

1  Resolution  No.  003-01-COE  March  19,2001 

2  [City  Golf  Courses] 
3 

4  URGING  THE  RECREATION  AND  PARK  DEPARTMENT  AND  THE  PUBLIC  UTILITIES 

5  COMMISSION  TO  DECREASE  THE  USE  OF  PESTICIDES  ON  CITY-OWNED  GOLF  COURSES 

6  AND  TO  DEMONSTRATE  LEADERSHIP  IN  IMPLEMENTING  INTEGRATED  PEST 

7  MANAGEMENT  TECHNIQUES  FOR  MAINTAINING  TURFGRASS. 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  establishes  the  goal  of 

1 0  eliminating  chemical  use  in  agriculture  and  landscaping  and  using  sustainable  practices  that  enhance 

1 1  natural  biological  systems  throughout  the  City;  and, 
12 

1 3  WHEREAS,  in  1996,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest  Management 

1 4  (IPM)  Ordinance  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the  negative  impact 

1 5  of  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment1;  and, 
16 

1 7  WHEREAS,  on  average,  about  6.5  pounds  of  pesticides  are  applied  per  acre  to  U.S.  golf  courses  each 

1 8  year,  compared  to  1 .5  pounds  per  acre  to  agricultural  lands2;  and, 
19 

20  WHEREAS,  chemical  fungicides  are  often  used  on  golf  courses  in  order  to  maintain  a  perfectly 

21  manicured,  unblemished  turfgrass  around  the  putting  greens  and  synthetic  fertilizers  are  often  used  on 

22  golf  courses  to  maintain  abundant,  rapidly  growing  turfgrass  stands3;  and, 
23 


1  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program 

2  Marquardt,  Sandra.  Golf's  Green  Handicap.  Mothers  &  Others  Green  Guide.  No.37.  March  21,  1997. 

3  Quarles,  W.  2000.  Microbial  Fungicides  and  Fertilizers  for  Turfgrass.  IPM  Practitioner  22(8)  p. 8. 
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Resolution  No.  003-01 -COE 
City  Golf  Courses 
March  19,  2001 

1  WHEREAS,  fungicides  and  synthetic  fertilizers  can  potentially  contaminate  groundwater  and  surface 

2  water  and  fungicides  can  expose  golf  course  habituees  to  toxic  and  possibly  hazardous  residues;  and, 
3 

4  WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  owns  seven  golf  courses;  and, 
5 

6  WHEREAS,  approximately  6000  pounds  of  pesticides  are  used  on  San  Francisco's  City-owned  golf 

7  courses  each  year;  and, 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  there  are  several  examples  of  privately  owned  golf  courses,  including  the  North  Shore 

1 0  Country  Club  near  Chicago,  that  exhibit  model  IPM  practices;  and, 
11 

1 2  WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  a  leader  in  IPM  on  City  facilities  and  parks  and 

1 3  should  demonstrate  such  leadership  on  its  golf  courses;  now,  therefore  be  it, 
14 

1 5  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and 

1 6  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  decrease  the  use  of  pesticides  on  City-owned  golf  courses  and  to 

1 7  demonstrate  leadership  in  implementing  IPM  techniques  for  maintaining  turfgrass;  and,  be  it 
18 

1 9  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Recreation  and  Park 

20  Department  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  work  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to 

21  develop  a  plan  for  a  model  golf  course  IPM  program  and  a  timeline  for  implementation. 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  £AN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
PATRICIA  W.  CHANG 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


*  MINUTES 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

MONDAY,  MARCH  19,  2001  REGULAR  MEETING 


°OCUMENTS 


1  2m 

SANFRANC/S 
PUBL/C  LIBRARY 


1 )  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:04  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Bradford-Bell,  Bingham,  Shah,  Chang,  and  Hayes. 

c)  Commissioner  Werbe  was  absent. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  February  20,  2001  Special  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Bingham. 

3)  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  at  Golf  Courses  -  PRESENTATIONS 

a)  Debbie  Raphael,  IPM  Coordinator  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  presented  about  the 
City's  opportunity  to  further  reduce  the  use  of  pesticides  on  City-owned  golf  courses.  She  stated 
that  City  Departments  who  own  golf  courses  have  not  violated  the  IPM  Ordinance  and  have 
reduced  pesticides  on  landscapes  and  in  parks  and  facilities.  She  also  stated  that  the  spirit  of  the 
resolution  is  to  commend  City  departments  for  practicing  IPM  and  to  encourage  further  reductions 
in  pesticides. 

b)  Philip  Rossi,  IPM  Coordinator  for  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  (Rec  &  Park,  presented 
about  his  department's  IPM  pilot  program  for  golf  courses.  He  stated  that  gardeners  are  involved 
in  the  program.  Mr.  Rossi  stated  that  Sharps  Park  is  an  example  of  a  Rec  &  Park  golf  course  that 
exhibits  several  IPM  techniques,  including  the  use  of  organic  fertilizers,  verticutting,  and  microbial 
treatment.  Sharps  Park  reduced  their  use  of  chemical  fungicides  by  more  than  fifty  percent.  Mr. 
Rossi  also  stated  that  a  comprehensive  IPM  program  for  golf  courses  would  require  a  large 
budget  and  an  increase  in  personnel. 

c)  Dan  McKenna  of  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  stated  that  Rec  &  Park  would  need  to 
increase  its  budget  by  $400,000  to  properly  implement  IPM  at  its  golf  courses.  He  also  stated 
that  Elizabeth  Goldstein  is  committed  to  reducing  the  use  of  chemicals  on  Rec  &  Park's  golf 
courses  and  that  the  Sharps  Park  model  shows  that  it  is  possible  for  Rec  &  Park  to  do  so. 

d)  Robin  Breuer,  IPM  Coordinator  for  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  presented  about  IPM  on  the 
two  privately  owned  golf  courses  on  PUC  property.  She  stated  that  both  golf  courses  are  aware 
of  the  IPM  ordinance  and  that  the  goal  at  both  golf  courses  is  to  avoid  vegetative  stress.  She 
also  stated  that  the  ground  water,  shade,  and  temperature  are  monitored  at  the  golf  courses  and 
that  gophers  are  the  biggest  pests  at  both  courses. 

e)  Sheila  Daar,  an  IPM  expert,  stated  that  the  average  life  expectancy  of  a  golf  course 
superintendent  is  significantly  lower  than  the  average  human  being.  She  also  stated  that  new 
approaches  for  IPM  are  on  the  market  now  and  that  there  is  science  behind  them.  She  stated 
that  it  is  a  good  time  for  the  City  to  make  investments  in  IPM  and  that  they  will  pay  off. 

f)  Comments 

i)    Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  where  current  funding  for  Rec  &  Parks  IPM  program 
comes  from.  Dan  McKenna  responded  that  funding  comes  from  the  general  fund  and  that 
excess  revenues  go  to  youth  programs.  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  also  asked  whether  an 


increase  in  golf  fees  would  be  feasible.  Mr.  McKenna  responded  that  a  rate  increase  would 
be  feasible. 

ii)   Commissioner  Evans  and  Bradford-Bell  asked  what  happens  to  the  gophers  that  are 

captured  on  the  PUC's  golf  courses.  Robin  Breuer  stated  that  the  gophers  are  killed. 

Commissioner  Bingham  asked  if  the  gophers  have  natural  predators.  Sheila  Daar  responded 

that  raptors,  hawks,  etc.  are  predators  of  gophers. 
Hi)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  about  the  color  of  kikuya  grass.  Dan  McKenna  stated  that 

Rec  &  Park  was  able  to  identify  kikuya  grass  in  an  aerial  photograph  of  Harding  Park  Golf 

Course  due  to  its  color. 

4)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  003-01 -COE  City  Golf  Courses  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  resolution  was  amended  to  correctly  state  the  number  of  golf  courses  owned  by  the  City  and 
to  take  into  account  Dan  McKenna's  concerns  regarding  Rec  &  Park's  budget.  The  amended 
resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Shah. 

5)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  Commission  Secretary  Mehta  reminded  Commissioners  to  submit  their  Statements  of  Economic 
Interest  (Form  700)  by  March  27,  2001. 

6)  Director's  Report 

Executive  Director  Vietor  presented  the  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  Director's  Reports  for 
Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office,  located  at  1 1  Grove  St. 
during  regular  business  hours. 

a)  Executive  Director  Vietor  updated  the  Commission  on  the  Muni  diesel  bus  purchase  decision. 

b)  Executive  Director  Vietor  announced  that  the  Mayor's  annual  Earth  Day  breakfast  would  be  on 
the  morning  of  April  20th.  She  also  stated  that  there  would  be  a  launch  party  for  the  Department's 
website  from  4:00  to  6:00  p.m.  that  same  day. 

c)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  commended  the  Executive  Director  and  staff  for  their  work  on  the  Muni 
diesel  issue. 

ii)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  what  the  results  of  the  gender  analysis  were.  David  Assmann 
will  report  to  the  Commission  on  the  gender  analysis  in  April. 

iii)  Commissioner  Hayes  expressed  his  view  that  the  City  should  meet  a  goal  of  replacing  one 
million  light  bulbs  with  energy  efficient  bulbs.  He  stated  that  the  Department  should  keep  a 
record  of  all  the  different  groups  that  are  helping  to  accomplish  this  goal  and  the  number  of 
bulbs  that  have  been  replaced  as  a  result  of  their  efforts. 

7)  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  March  22,  2001 . 

8)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  The  April  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  meeting  is  cancelled.  The  Committee  will  meet  again 
in  May. 

9)  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report 

a)  Commissioner  Shah  announced  that  the  Department  received  16  proposals  for  the  grant  program 
by  the  stated  deadline.  The  Ad  Hoc  Committee  plans  to  review  proposals  by  mid-April.  Grantees 
will  be  selected  by  June  1. 

10)  New  Business 

a)  Executive  Director  Vietor  stated  that  the  Department  is  trying  to  identify  a  theme  for  the  Earth  Day 
Breakfast.  She  encouraged  Commissioners  to  recommend  a  theme. 

b)  Commissioner  Bingham  announced  that  Grace  Cathedral  plans  to  host  an  Earth  Day  event  on 
April  22. 

c)  Executive  Director  Vietor  announced  that  there  will  be  a  Bill  Moyers  PBS  special  on  March  26, 
2001  about  the  chemical  industry. 

d)  Commissioner  Chang  announced  that  this  would  be  her  last  Commission  meeting.  President 
Hayes  thanked  Commissioner  Chang  for  her  service  and  for  recommending  that  the  Department 


participate  in  a  gender  analysis. 


1 1 )  President's  Announcements 

a)  President  Hayes  announced  that  there  would  be  a  service  on  Saturday,  April  21  at  the  Palace  of 
Fine  Arts  to  honor  Donella  Meadows  who  wrote  Limits  to  Growth. 

b)  President  Hayes  directed  the  Commission  Secretary  to  reduce  unnecessary  lighting  in  the 
hearing  room. 

12)  Public  Comments 

a)   David  Graves  expressed  his  view  that  the  City  should  establish  corridors  between  natural  areas 
in  the  City  so  that  animals  can  increase  their  movement.  He  recommended  that  the  Commission 
write  a  letter  to  support  this  goal.  Executive  Director  Vietor  recommended  that  Mr.  Graves  draft 
language  for  such  a  letter. 

1 3)  Adjournment  -  The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:41  p.m.  in  memory  of  Donella  Meadows. 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
PATRICIA  W.  CHANG 


%  NOTICE  OF  REGULAR 
MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
MONDAY,^PRIL  16,  2001 
ROOM  400,  6lTY  HALL,  6  PM 

1  DR.  CARLTON  B.  GOODLETT  PLACE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded 
that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine 
Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center, 
four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister, 
#19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71 
Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
(formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van  Ness  & 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired 
to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed, 
ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its 
programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of 
the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 


conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the 
people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 
OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room 
409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax: 
(415)554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
April  16,  2001 
6  p.m.  Room  400,  City  Hall 

1.  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  March  19,  2001  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  March  19,  2001  Regular  Meeting)* 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  consent  calendar. 
REGULAR  CALENDAR 

3.  Wood  Preservatives  and  Utility  Poles 

Presentation  by  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  IPM  Coordinator 
Presentation  by  Representative  from  PG&E 
Presentation  by  Representative  from  Pacific  Bell 

4.  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  004-01-COE  Wood  Preservatives 

Sponsored  by  Commissioner  Hayes 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  004-01-COE  Wood  Preservatives)* 

5.  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  006-01-COE  Commendation  of  Executive  Director 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  006-01-COE  Commendation  of  Executive  Director)* 

6.  Selection  of  Applicants  to  Receive  Grant  Funding 

7.  Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1.  The  Commission  of  Animal  Control  and  Welfare's  recommendations  regarding  regulating 
the  removal  of  trees  from  City  owned  property,  including  a  prohibition  on  the  removal  of 
trees  on  privately  or  commercially  owned  property  when  a  nuisance  abatement  issue  has 
been  ordered  (Explanatory  document:  Letter  to  Supervisor  Maxwell  from  Frederick 
Hobson,  Commission  of  Animal  Control  and  Welfare)* 

2.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  resolution  regarding  standards  of  conduct  for  City 
Commissioners  during  public  meetings  (Explanatory  document:  Board  of  Supervisors 
Resolution  No.  151-01,  File  No.  010291  Standards  of  Conduct  for  City  Commissioners)* 

8.  Director's  Report 

Francesca  Vietor,  Executive  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)* 

9.  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  April  26  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

10.  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  April  Finance  Committee  meeting  was  cancelled.  The  next  Finance  and  Operations 
Committee  meeting  will  be  on  May  9  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

11.  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Shah,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

12.  New  Business 

13.  President's  Announcements 

14.  Public  Comments 

15.  Adjournment 


ACTION 


PRESENTATIONS 

ACTION 

ACTION 

ACTION 
INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 


Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives 

April  16,  2001 


1  RESOLUTION  NO.  004-01-COE  April  16,  2001 

2  [Wood  Preservatives] 
3 

4  URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  URGE  PG&E,  PACIFIC 

5  BELL,  AND  MANUFACTURERS  OF  NON-WOOD  UTILITY  POLES  TO  CONDUCT  A 

6  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  OF  ALTERNATIVES  TO  CHEMICALLY  TREATED  WOOD 

7  UTILITY  POLES  AND  TO  URGE  PG&E,  PACIFIC  BELL,  AND  THE  CITY  TO  TAKE 

8  STEPS  TO  PROTECT  PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT  FROM  WOOD 

9  PRESERVATIVES  IN  UTILITY  POLES. 
10 

1 1  WHEREAS,  In  1999,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Environmentally 

1 2  Preferable  Purchasing  Ordinance  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  to  aggressively 

1 3  pursue  the  goal  of  reducing  the  health  and  environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its 

14  operations1;  and, 
15 

1 6  WHEREAS,  in  1996,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest 

1 7  Management  Ordinance  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the 

1 8  negative  impact  of  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment2;  and, 
19 

20  WHEREAS,  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  does  not  currently  include  any  wood 

21  preservatives  on  the  "Approved  List  of  Reduced  Risk  Pesticides"  for  San  Francisco;  and, 
22 

23  WHEREAS,  wood  preservatives  constitute  the  single  largest  pesticide  use  in  the  US,  accounting 

24  for  nearly  700  million  pounds  annually3;  and, 

1  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  21 F  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management 
Program 

3  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Pesticides,  November  1999.  Pesticides 
Industry  Sales  and  Usage:  1996  and  1997  Market  Estimates,  US  EPA.  U.S.  Usage  of 
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Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives 

April  16,  2001 


1 

2  WHEREAS,  EPA's  Inventory  of  Sources  of  Dioxin  in  the  United  States  notes  that  treated  wood  is 

3  a  large  potential  source  of  dioxin  in  the  environment4;  and, 
4 

5  WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 

6  County  of  San  Francisco  have  adopted  resolutions  urging  the  elimination  of  dioxin  pollution5; 

7  and, 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  has  classified  Pentachlorophenol  (Penta),  the  most  commonly  used 

1 0  wood  preservative,  as  a  Group  B2,  probable  human  carcinogen6;  and, 
11 

1 2  WHEREAS,  the  contaminants  of  Penta,  namely  dioxins,  furans,  and  hexachlorobenzene  (HCB) 

1 3  are  all  recognized  as  carcinogens,  mutagens,  teratogens,  and  endocrine  disruptors7;  and, 
14 

1 5  WHEREAS,  Penta  is  banned  in  26  countries  due  to  health  or  environmental  risks8;  and, 


C! 


Conventional  and  Other  Types  of  Pesticides  1996  /  1997  Estimates. 

http://www.epa.Qov/oppbead1/pestsales/97pestsales/table4_5.htm.  EPA  Contract  No.  733-R-99- 
001 

4  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Center  for  Environmental  Assessment,  Office 
of  Research  and  Development,  1998.  Report  on  the  Meeting  to  Peer  Review  "The  Inventory  of 
Sources  of  Dioxin  in  the  United  States"  Final  Report.  EPA  Contract  No.  68-D5-0028. 
http://www.epa.gov/nceawww1/pdfs/dioxin/dioxinpr.pdf 

5  Commission  on  the  Environment,  Resolution  No.  021-98-COE.  Dioxin,  Public  Health,  and  the 
Environment.  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  No.  246-99.  Dioxin. 

6  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on 
Pentachlorophenol  and  Creosote.  Environmental  Criteria  and  assessment  Office,  Office  of  Heath 
and  Environmental  Assessment,  Office  of  Research  and  Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 
http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0360.htm#ll. 

7  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  ,  National  Center  for  Environmental  Assessment 
website,  URL:  http://www.epa.gov/ncea/dioxin.htm  ;  Mukerjee,  D,  Health  Impact  of 
Polychlorinated  Dibenzo-p-dioxins:  A  Critical  Review,  J.  Air  &  Waste  Manage.  Assoc.  48:  157- 
165,  (1998);  Etoxnet  PIP  Hexachlorobenzene,  URL:  http://ace.orst.edu/cgi- 

bin/mfs/01  /pips/hexachlo.htm:  World  Wildlife  Fund,  1996.  Known  and  Suspected  Hormone 
Disruptors  List,  URL:  http://www.wwfcanada.org/hormone-disruptors/science/edclist.html. 

8  From  -  Pesticide  Action  Network,  "1995  Demise  of  the  Dirty  Dozen,"  and  United  Nations, 
"Consolidated  List  of  Products  Whose  Consumption  and/or  Sale  Have  Been  Banned,  Withdrawn, 
Severely  Restricted  or  Not  Approved  by  Governments,"  Fifth  Issue,  1994. 
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Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives 

April  16,  2001 


1 

2  WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  has  classified  Creosote,  another  common  wood  preservative,  as  a 

3  Group  B 1 ,  probable  human  carcinogen;  and, 
4 

5  WHEREAS,  Creosote  contains  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  which  are  classified  as 

6  Persistent  Organic  Pollutants  (POPs)9  and  are  listed  on  the  US  EPA's  Priority  list  of  hazardous 

7  substances10;  and, 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  at  least  3 14  Superfund  or  chemical  waste  sites  in  the  United  States  have  been 

1 0  contaminated  with  Penta  and  3 1  Superfund  sites  have  been  contaminated  with  Creosote1 1 ;  and, 
11 

1 2  WHEREAS,  another  common  wood  preservative,  Copper  Chromium  Arsenic  (CCA),  contains 

1 3  inorganic  arsenic  which  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  human  carcinogen12; 

1 4  and, 
15 

1 6  WHEREAS,  the  handling  of  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  and  the  retreatment  of  existing 

1 7  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  could  expose  the  public  to  serious  health  hazards;  and, 
18 

1 9  WHEREAS,  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell  own  the  majority  of  the  chemically  treated  wood  utility 

20  poles  in  San  Francisco;  now,  therefore  be  it 
21 


9  United  Nations  Economic  Commission  for  Europe,  Convention  on  Long-range  Transboundary 
Air  Pollution  website,  URL:  http://www.unece.org/env/lrtap/pops_h1.htm 

10  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry,  1999,  URL: 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/cxcx3.gyml 

11  Agency  for  Toxic  Substance  and  Disease  Registry,  1999.  Site  Containment  Query,  URL: 
http://atsdr1.atsdr.cdc.gov:8080/gsql/sitecontam.script?in_cas=pentachlorophenol&in_cas3= 

12  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Arsenic, 
inorganic,  URL:  http://www.epa.gov/iris/subst/0278.htm 
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Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives 

April  16,  2001 

1  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

2  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  PG&E,  Pacific  Bell,  and 

3  manufacturers  of  non-wood  utility  poles,  including  steel,  fiberglass,  and  concrete  utility  pole 

4  manufacturers,  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study,  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution, 

5  of  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles,  including  an  analysis  of  the  effectiveness 

6  of  wrapping  chemically  treated  wood  poles  to  prevent  leaching  of  chemicals  into  the 

7  environment,  a  plan  for  the  safe  disposal  of  chemically  treated  wood  poles,  and  an  explanation  as 

8  to  why  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  poles  cannot  be  used  in  particular  situations;  and, 

9  be  it 
10 

1 1  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

1 2  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell 

1 3  cover  the  first  five  feet  above  ground  level  of  all  existing  chemically  treated  wood  poles  owned 

14  by  them  that  are  located  within  100  feet  of  any  school,  daycare  center,  or  park;  and,  be  it 
15 

1 6  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

1 7  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell 

1 8  present  an  annual  report  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  the  number  and  location  of 

1 9  poles  that  were  replaced,  including  the  types  of  replacement  poles  that  were  installed;  and,  be  it 
20 

21  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

22  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  ban  the  use  of  utility  poles  made 

23  from  old  growth  wood  or  tropical  timber;  and,  be  it 
24 

25  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

26  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  all  storage  sites  within 

27  San  Francisco  of  treated  poles  must  be  covered  from  the  elements  of  weather. 
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Resolution  No.  006-01 -COE 
Commendation  of  Executive  Director 
April  16,  2001 


1 


Resolution  No.  006-01-COE 


April  16,  2001 


2  [Commendation  of  Executive  Director] 
3 

4  COMMENDING  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  FRANCESCA  VIETOR  FOR  HER  DEDICATION  TO 

5  CREATING  AN  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SUSTAINABLE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AND  FOR  HER  YEARS 

6  OF  SERVICE  TO  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO. 
7 

8  WHEREAS,  Francesca  Vietor  was  appointed  as  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of  the 

9  Environment  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  on  April  1 ,  1999  by  Mayor  Willie  L. 
10  Brown,  Jr.;  and, 

11 

1 2  WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  served  as  the  President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  two 

1 3  years  prior  to  her  appointment  as  Executive  Director;  and, 


15  WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  has  been  active  in  the  environmental  community  for  over  fifteen  years; 

16  and, 
17 

18  WHEREAS,  as  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Ms.  Vietor  has 

19  successfully  managed  the  Clean  Air  Program,  Resource  Efficiency  Program,  and  integrated 

20  Pest  Management  Program,  and  has  demonstrated  leadership  in  ensuring  the  City's  continued 

21  participation  in  energy  conservation  and  efficiency  efforts;  and, 
22 

23  WHEREAS,  under  Ms.  Vietor's  direction,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  became  the  City 

24  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  first  green  office  space  and  Eco-Center;  and, 


14 


25 


J 
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Resolution  No.  006-01 -COE 
Commendation  of  Executive  Director 
April  16,  2001 

1  WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  has  worked  in  coordination  with  the  Commission  on  the  Environment, 

2  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Mayor,  and  other  City  departments  to  promote  environmentally 

3  progressive  legislation;  and, 
4 

5  WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  has  decided  to  leave  the  position  of  Executive  Director  of  the 

6  Department  of  the  Environment;  now,  therefore  be  it 
7 

8  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  commends  Executive  Director  Vietor  for 

9  her  dedication  to  creating  and  environmentally  sustainable  San  Francisco  and  for  her  years  of 
10     service  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
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March  8,  2001 


Supervisor  Sophie  Maxwell,  Chair 
Public  Health  and  Environment  Committee 
S.F.   Board  of  Supervisors 
1  Dr.   Carlton  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,   California  94102 

Dear  Supervisor  Maxwell: 

The  Commission  of  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  is  an  advisory- 
body  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  mandated  by  Section  41  of 
the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  to  make  recommenda- 
tions to  the  Board,    the  Chief  Administrator's  Office,  the 
Mayor,   the  Department  of  Animal  Care  and  Control  and  any 
other  person  or  entity  where  these  recommendations  would 
have  relevancy.   Our  recommendations  focus  on  the  treatment, 
care,   control,   maintenance,   and  welfare  of  any  animal  liv- 
ing within  the  boundaries  of  San  Francisco  or  on  City  owned 
properties . 

At  the  Commission  meeting  of  February  8,    I  presented  to  the 
Commission,   and  it  enacted  the  following  recommendation. 

The  enactment  of  an  ordinance  regulating  the  removal 
of  trees  from  City  owned  property,   and  including  a 
prohibition  on  the  removal  of  trees  on  privately 
or  commercially  owned  property  when  a  nuisance  abate- 
ment order  has  been  issued  by  any  City  department  for 
any  cause7-,   and  including  an  escape  clause  where  an 
immediate  threat  to  life  or  limb  is  evident. 

The  vote  to  adopt  this  recommendation  was  4-2,   with  Commis- 
sioners Bentley,   Hobson,   Schulke,   Tchen  in  the  affirmative, 
and  Commissioners  Chi  and  Eckman  in  opposition.   The  recom- 
mendation was  occasioned  by  the  removal  of  several  large 
ficus  trees  at  the  intersection  of  Turk  &  Hyde  Streets  in 
the  Tenderloin  neighborhood  on  the  property  of  SEIU,  Local 
87.  The  property  owner,   Local  87,   was  under  an  order  to 
abate  a  nuisance  on  its  property  and  abutting  its  property. 
The  nuisance  was  loitering,   obstruction  of  passage,  illegal 
drug  sales,   and  prostitution.   For  over  5  years,  residents 
of  the  neighborhood  have  worked  tirelessly  to  encourage  the 
property  owner  to  fulfill  its  public  obligations  and  respon- 
sibilities. The  property  owner,   under  order  from  the  Office 
of  the  City  Attorney,   responded  by  cutting  off  the  limbs  of 
the  trees,   thereby  rendering  them  inhabitable  to  the  many 


birds  and  other  wildlife  formerly  living  in  the  trees.  The 
removal  of  the  tree  limbs  left  the  trees  as  mere  stumps. 
The  nuisances  continue  unabated,   even  worsening.  Clearly, 
the  removal  of  the  trees  or  tree  limbs  did  nothing  to  abate 
the  nuisances.   On  January  31   at  9:00  a.m.,    a  resident  of 
the  neighborhood  was  murdered  at  this  very  same  intersect- 
ion . 


The  Tenderloin  neighborhood  is  a  very  blighted,  at  risk 
neighborhood  whose  residents  are  economically  among  the 
poorest  in  San  Francisco,  and  many  of  whom  are  disabled, 
frail  elderly,  women,  and  children.  The  trees  that  were 
needlessly  destroyed  provided  a  home  to  birds  that  made 
life  a  little  more  tolerable,  and  they  were  visually  pleas- 
ing  in  a  neighborhood  that  is  often  dangerous  and  dirty. 

In  the  past,    the  Department  of  Public  Works  has  wantonly 
removed  trees  at  Hallidie  Plaza  and  at  the  Embarcadero 
Roadway  in  open  defiance  of  requests  by  the  board  of  Super- 
visors.  Again,   the  trees  provided  habitat  for  birds  and 
wildlife  and  were  visually  pleasing.   Needlessly  destroyed 
because  of  myopic  vision.   I  think  that  you  will  agree  with 
the  Commission  that  destroying  tree  habitat  does  not  abate 
crime  or  nuisance.   Education,   prevention,   and  treatment  do. 

I  hope  you  favorably  review  our  recommendation  and  see  that 
it  becomes  policy.   It  seems  like  such  a  small  thing,   but  it 
affects  so  many  lives  both  human  and  animal   (and  bird). 
Thank  you  so  much  for  your  kind  attention  to  this  matter.  If 
you  have  any  question,   please  feel   free  to  call  me  at  345-5584 


Yours  Truly 


Frederick  Hobson,  Commissioner 
Commission  of  Animal  Control  and  Welfare 


cc:   Department  of  the  Environment 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 
Sierra  Club,   San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors 
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As  Amended  in  Board 
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[Standards  of  Conduct  for  Cily  Commissioners] 

^^^^---rr^^^  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

Resolution  urging  all  City  Commissionsjto  adopt  and/or  enforce  a  standard 
code  of  conduct  which  discourages  and  reprimands  City  officials,  City 
Department  Directors  and  City  Commissioners  from  utilizing  regularly 
scheduled  public  meetings  to  willfully  attack,  defame  and/or  slander  fellow 
colleagues  with  disrespectful  comments  that  are  disparaging  of  one's 
sexual  orientation,  race,  ethnic  background,  religion,  gender,  age  or 

and  the  Board  of  Sup 


physical  ability  and  further  urging  all  City  Commissions/to  adopt  and/or 
enforce  policy  which  discourages  and  reprimands  individuals,  who  during 
the  public  comment  portion  of  regularly  scheduled  meetings,  issue 
comments  that  are  disparaging  of  anyone's  sexual  orientation,  race,  ethnic 
background,  religion,  gender,  age  or  physical  ability;  and  further  urging  all 

and  £ne  Board  of  Supervisors 

City  Commissions|to  proactively  discourage,  reprimand  and  remove 
individuals  from  public  meetings  who  verbally  abuse  and  physically 
threaten  members  of  the  general  public  or  City  officials  from  attempting  to 
exercise  their  first  amendment . 


WHEREAS,  Elected  City  officials,  City  Department  Directors  and  City 
Commissioners  have  the  honored  duty  to  serve  the  Citizens  of  San  Francisco 
and  to  diligently  and  assiduously  defend  and  promote  the  interests  of  the  public; 
and 

WHEREAS,  It  is  only  inevitable  when  deliberating  on  matters  which  affect 
the  City  and  its  Citizens  that  disagreements  should  manifest;  however, 
disagreement  on  issues  should  illicit  deeper  reflection  and  discussion,  open  and 
frank  dialogue  as  well  as  vigorous  and  substantive  debate  of  issues;  and 


Supervisors  Ammiano,  Leno,  McGoldrick,  Daly,  Hall 
BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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WHEREAS,  It  is  unbecoming  for  City  officials,  City  Department  Directors 
and  City  Commissioners  to  utilize  scheduled  public  meetings  and  other  public 
forums  with  the  malicious  intent  of  attacking,  defaming  and  slandering  fellow 
colleagues  with  disrespectful  comments  that  are  disparaging  of  one's  sexual 
orientation,  race,  ethnic  background,  religion,  gender,  age  or  physical  ability;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  public  interest  and  the  welfare  of  its  Citizens  are  also  not 
served  when  City  officials,  City  Department  Directors  and  City  Commissioners 
fail  to  discourage  and  reprimand  individuals  who,  during  the  public  comment 
portion  of  public  meetings,  issue  statements  which  are  disrespectful  and 
disparaging  of  anyone's  sexual  orientation,  race,  ethnic  background,  religion, 
gender,  age  or  physical  ability;  and 


also  not  served  when  City  officials,  City  Department  Directors  and  City 
Commissioners  fail  to  discourage,  reprimand  and  remove  individuals  from  public 
meetings  who  verbally  abuse  and  physically  threaten  members  of  the  general 
public  or  City  officials  from  attempting  to  exercise  their  first  amendment  rights;  be 
it  therefore 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 


Francisco  hereby  strongly  urges  all  City  Commissions|to  adopt  and/or  enforce  a 
standard  code  of  conduct  which  discourages  and  reprimands  City  officials,  City 


Department  Directors  and  City  Commissioners|trom  utilizing  regularly  scheduled 
public  meetings  to  willfully  attack,  defame  and/or  slander  fellow  colleagues  with 
disrespectful  comments  that  are  disparaging  of  one's  sexual  orientation,  race, 
ethnic  background,  religion,  gender,  age  or  physical  ability  ;  and  be  it 


WHEREAS,  The  public  interest  and  the  welfare  of  its  Citizens  are 


and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
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FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  strongly  urges  all 

and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

City  Commissionsjto  adopt  and/or  enforce  policy  which  discourages  and 
reprimands  individuals,  who  during  the  public  comment  portion  of  regularly 
scheduled  meetings,  issue  comments  that  are  disparaging  of  anyone's  sexual 
orientation,  race,  ethnic  background,  religion,  gender,  age  or  physical  ability;  and 
be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  strongly  urges  all 

/and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

City  Commissions/to  proactively  discourage,  reprimand  and  remove  individuals 
from  public  meetings  who  verbally  abuse  and  physically  threaten  members  of 
the  general  from  attempting  to  exercise  their  first  amendment  rights. 


SUPERVISOR  AMMIANO 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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February  20,  200 1  Board  of  Supervisors  —  SEVERED  FROM  FOR  ADOPTION  WITHOUT 
COMMITTEE  REFERENCE  AGENDA 

February  20,  200 1  Board  of  Supervisors  —  AMENDED 


Ayes:  10  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Gonzalez,  Hall,  McGoldrick,  Leno,  Newsom,  Peskin, 
Sandoval,  Yee 
Absent:  1  -  Maxwell 


February  20,  2001 


Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED  AS  AMENDED 

Ayes:  10  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Gonzalez,  Hall,  McGoldrick,  Leno,  Newsom,  Peskin, 
Sandoval,  Yee 
Absent:  1  -  Maxwell 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


1 


Printed  at  11:05  AM  on  2/21/01 


File  No.  010291 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 
was  ADOPTED  AS  AMENDED  on  February 
20,  2001  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 


/  Gloria  L.  Yo\mg/ 
Clerk  of  the  Board 


Date  Approved 


Mayor  Willie  L.  Brown  Jr. 


March  2,  2001 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution,  not  being  signed  by  the  Mayor 
within  the  time  limit  as  set  forth  in  Section  3.103  of  the  Charter,  became  effective 
without  his  approval  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  said  Section  3.103  of  the 
Charter. 
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MINUTES 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

MAY  1  6  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

MONDAY,  APRIL  16,  2001  REGULAR  MEETING 

1 )  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:08  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Bradford-Bell,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  and  Hayes. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  March  1 9,  2001  Regular  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Evans. 

3)  Selection  of  Applicants  to  Receive  Grant  Funding  -  ACTION 

a)  This  item  was  moved  to  the  consent  calendar  and  was  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner 
Werbe.  Commissioner  Shah  abstained  from  voting. 

i)  Executive  Director  Vietor  presented  staff  recommendations  for  the  $1 3,000,000  State 
appropriation  budget.  She  stated  that  approximately  10%  of  the  budget  would  be  necessary 
for  grant  administration.  She  also  recommended  that  remaining  monies  be  used  to  launch  an 
Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Initiative  in  collaboration  with  Dr.  Mitch  Katz  and 
Supervisor  Sophie  Maxwell.  Executive  Director  Vietor  stated  that  the  initiative  would  include 
environmental  health,  energy,  economic  development,  and  education  and  outreach. 

ii)  Comments 

(1)  Commissioner  Werbe  expressed  his  view  that  the  grant  administration  budget  is  high  for 
the  amount  of  work  that  would  be  required.  Executive  Director  Vietor  responded  that 
10%  administrative  overhead  is  standard  for  a  grant  budget  of  this  size. 

(2)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  when  the  grant  money  would  go  out  to  the  community. 
Executive  Director  Vietor  responded  that  the  next  step  is  to  approach  the  Finance 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  request  the  release  of  funds. 

(3)  Commissioner  Evans  recommended  that  any  remaining  funds  from  the  administrative 
budget  be  kept  on  reserve  along  with  the  funds  for  the  Environmental  Health  and  Energy 
Initiative.  Commissioner  Evans  also  asked  whether  the  new  initiative  has  to  meet  the 
guidelines  of  the  State  appropriation  legislation.  Executive  Director  Vietor  responded  that 
the  remaining  funds  must  be  used  in  accordance  with  the  State  appropriation  legislation. 

(4)  Ena  Aguirre  requested  that  the  Executive  Director  clarify  the  process  for  the  grant 
program,  specifically  around  funding  recommendations.  Executive  Director  Vietor  stated 
that  the  Commission's  recommendations  would  be  forwarded  simultaneously  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  Finance  Committee  and  to  the  Mayor.  She  stated  that  the  Finance 
Committee  would  ultimately  be  responsible  for  releasing  the  funds. 

(5)  Joe  Boss  commended  Department  staff  on  their  work  on  the  grant  program.  He  also 
expressed  his  view  that  a  second  RFP  process  is  a  good  way  to  handle  remaining  funds. 

(6)  Karen  Pierce  commended  the  Commission  and  Department  staff  on  their  work.  She 
expressed  her  view  that  there  should  have  been  a  handout  with  the  staff  funding 
recommendation  and  the  scores  of  proposals.  She  also  expressed  concern  regarding 
the  funding  recommendations  for  particular  proposals.  Ms.  Pierce  also  expressed  her 


view  that  the  administrative  budget  is  too  high. 
(7)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  stated  that  the  ranking  of  proposals  is  not  an  indicator  of 
whether  the  budgets  are  realistic.  She  stated  that  this  is  why  the  funding 
recommendations  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the  scores  that  the  proposals  received. 
Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  also  stated  that  grant  administration  could  required  a  lot  of 
technical  assistance  and  that  remaining  funds  from  grant  administration  could  go  back 
into  the  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Initiative  fund. 

4)  Wood  Preservatives  and  Utility  Poles  -  PRESENTATIONS 

a)   President  Hayes  recommended  that  this  item  be  referred  back  to  the  Planning  and  Policy 
Committee  because  there  were  several  proposed  amendments  to  the  resolution. 

5)  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  This  item  was  referred  back  to  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  because  there  were  several 
proposed  amendments  to  the  resolution. 

6)  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  006-01-COE  Commendation  of  Executive  Director  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  President  Hayes  proposed  an  amendment  stating  that  the  resolution  should  be  forwarded  to  the 
Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  amended  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  by  the 
Commission  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Evans. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Executive  Director  Vietor  stated  that  although  she  loves  her  job  and  it  will  be  difficult  to  leave, 
it  is  time  for  her  to  focus  on  her  personal  life.  She  thanked  the  Commission. 

ii)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  Executive  Director  Vietor  will  be  missed  and  that  it 
would  be  difficult  to  replace  her. 

iii)  Mark  Westlund  stated  that  Executive  Director  Vietor  is  an  inspiration  to  staff. 

iv)  Commission  Secretary  Mehta  stated  that  the  Department  has  accomplished  a  lot  with  Ms. 
Vietor  as  Executive  Director  and  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  replace  her. 

7)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  The  Commission  of  Animal  Control  and  Welfare  urged  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  regulate  the 
removal  of  trees  from  City  owned  property,  including  a  prohibition  on  the  removal  of  trees  on 
privately  or  commercially  owned  property  when  a  nuisance  abatement  issue  has  been  ordered. 

b)  The  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  resolution  regarding  standards  of  conduct  for  City 
Commissioners  during  public  meetings. 

8)  Director's  Report 

Executive  Director  Vietor  presented  the  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  Director's  Reports  for 
Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office,  located  at  1 1  Grove  St. 
during  regular  business  hours, 
a)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  whether  there  has  been  any  progress  around  expanding 
the  Department's  current  office  space.  Executive  Director  Vietor  stated  that  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  would  continue  to  investigate  expansion  options. 

9)  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  April  26,  2001  at  6:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

10)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  The  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  is  scheduled  to  meet  on  Tuesday,  May  8,  2001  for  a 
Special  meeting. 

11)  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Committee  Report 

a)  Commissioner  Shah  thanked  all  applicants  for  participating  in  the  grant  program  and  thanked 
staff  for  their  work  on  the  recommendations. 


12)  New  Business 


a)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  announced  a  KQED  television  special  on  breast  cancer  on  Sunday, 
April  22,  2001  at  6  p.m. 

b)  Executive  Director  Vietor  thanked  Department  staff  for  their  work  on  the  grant  program. 


13)  President's  Announcements 

a)  President  Hayes  dissolved  the  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Ad  Hoc  Committee  and  set  up  a 
new  Ad  Hoc  Committee  to  search  for  a  replacement  for  the  Executive  Director.  President  Hayes 
stated  that  it  is  the  Commission's  duty  to  make  three  recommendations  to  the  Mayor  for  a 
replacement. 

14)  Public  Comments 

a)  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 

1 5)  Adjournment  -  The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:30  p.m. 


Resolution  No.  006-01 -COE 
l  Commendation  of  Executive  Director 
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Resolution  No.  006-01-COE  SAN  FRANCISCO  April  16, 2001 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

[Commendation  of  Executive  Director] 


COMMENDING  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  FRANCESCA  VIETOR  FOR  HER  DEDICATION  TO 
CREATING  AN  ENVIRONMENTALLY  SUSTAINABLE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AND  FOR  HER  YEARS 
OF  SERVICE  TO  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO. 


WHEREAS,  Francesca  Vietor  was  appointed  as  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  on  April  1 ,  1999  by  Mayor  Willie  L. 
Brown,  Jr.;  and, 


WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  served  as  the  President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  for  two 
years  prior  to  her  appointment  as  Executive  Director;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  has  been  active  in  the  environmental  community  for  over  fifteen  years; 
and, 


WHEREAS,  as  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Ms.  Vietor  has 
successfully  managed  the  Clean  Air  Program,  Resource  Efficiency  Program,  and  Integrated 
Pest  Management  Program,  and  has  demonstrated  leadership  in  ensuring  the  City's  continued 
participation  in  energy  conservation  and  efficiency  efforts;  and, 

WHEREAS,  under  Ms.  Vietor"s  direction,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  became  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco's  first  green  office  space  and  Eco-Center;  and, 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


Resolution  No.  006-01 -COE 
Commendation  of  Executive  Director 
April  16,  2001 

WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  has  worked  in  coordination  with  the  Commission  on  the  Environment, 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Mayor,  and  other  City  departments  to  promote  environmentally 
progressive  legislation;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Ms.  Vietor  has  decided  to  leave  the  position  of  Executive  Director  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  commends  Executive  Director  Vietor  for 
her  dedication  to  creating  and  environmentally  sustainable  San  Francisco  and  for  her  years  of 
service  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  recommends  that  this 
resolution  be  forwarded  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  so  that  they  can  also  recognize  the  valuable  contributions  that  Francesca  Vietor 
has  provided  to  the  City  and  the  environmental  community. 


/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  regular  meeting  on 
April  16,  2001. 


Commission  Secretary 
VOTE: 

Ayes:     Commissioners  Hayes,  Evans,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  and  Bradford-Bell. 
Noes:  None. 
Absent:  None. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  -  2  - 
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MAY  1  7  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION  *  " 

Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded 
that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine 
Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center, 
four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister, 
#19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71 
Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
(formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van  Ness  & 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired 
to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed, 
ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its 
programs  or  activities. 


KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of 
the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 


conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the 
people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 
OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room 
409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax: 
(415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
May  21,  2001 
6  p.m.  Room  400,  City  Hall 

1 .  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  April  16,  2001  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  April  16,  2001  Regular  Meeting)* 

CONSENT  CALENDAR 

3.  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  004-01-COE  Wood  Preservatives 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  004-01-COE  Wood  Preservatives)* 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

4.  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  007-01-COE  Revised  Department  of  the 
Environment  Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy 

(Explanatory  document:  Resolution  No.  007-01-COE  Revised  Department  of  the  Environment 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy)* 

5.  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Letter  to  Inform,  Inc.  Requesting  Assistance  in 
Departmental  Projects 

(Explanatory  document:  Letter  to  Inform,  Inc.)* 

6.  Appointment  of  Ad  Hoc  Search  Committee  for  Executive  Director 

7.  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area 

Presentation  by  a  representative  of  the  Bay  Area  Alliance  for  Sustainable  Development 

8.  Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .    Upon  Supervisor  Maxwell's  request,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  provided  a 
written  explanation  to  the  Health  and  Environmental  Resource  Center  (HERC)  regarding 
partial  funding  recommendations  for  HERC's  proposal. 

9.  Deputy  Director's  Report 

David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Deputy  Director's  Report)* 

10.  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 
Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  May  24  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

11.  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  May  Finance  Committee  meeting  was  cancelled.  The  next  Finance  and  Operations 
Committee  meeting  will  be  on  June  13  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

12.  Report  on  Commission  on  the  Environment  Grant  Program 

Commissioner  Shah,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

13.  New  Business 

14.  President's  Announcements 

15.  Public  Comments 

16.  Adjournment 


ACTION 


ACTION 


ACTION 


ACTION 

INFORMATION 
PRESENTATION 

INFORMATION 


INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 


Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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1  RESOLUTION  NO.  004-01-COE  May  21, 2001 

2  [Wood  Preservatives] 
3 

4  URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  URGE  PG&E,  PACIFIC 

5  BELL,  AND  MANUFACTURERS  OF  NON-WOOD  UTILITY  POLES  TO  CONDUCT  A 

6  FEASIBILITY  STUDY  OF  ALTERNATIVES  TO  CHEMICALLY  TREATED  WOOD 

7  UTILITY  POLES  AND  TO  URGE  ALL  UTILITY  POLE  OWNERS  TO  TAKE  STEPS  TO 

8  PROTECT  PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT  FROM  WOOD 

9  PRESERVATIVES  IN  UTILITY  POLES . 
10 

1 1  WHEREAS,  In  1999,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Environmentally 

1 2  Preferable  Purchasing  Ordinance  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  to  aggressively 

1 3  pursue  the  goal  of  reducing  the  health  and  environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its 

14  operations1;  and, 
15 

1 6  WHEREAS,  in  1996,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest 

1 7  Management  Ordinance  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the 

1 8  negative  impact  of  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment2;  and, 
19 

20  WHEREAS,  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  does  not  currently  include  any  wood 

21  preservatives  on  the  "Approved  List  of  Reduced  Risk  Pesticides"  for  San  Francisco;  and, 
22 

23  WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  EPA  estimates  that  nearly  700  million  pounds  of  wood  preservatives  are 

24  used  annually  in  the  United  States3;  and, 

1  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  21 F  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management 
Program 

3  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Pesticides,  November  1999.  Pesticides 
Industry  Sales  and  Usage:  1996  and  1997  Market  Estimates,  US  EPA.  U.S.  Usage  of 
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2  WHEREAS,  an  analysis  of  EPA's  Inventory  of  Sources  of  Dioxm  in  the  United  States  notes  that 

3  treated  wood  is  a  large  potential  source  of  dioxin  in  the  environment4;  and, 


5  WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 

6  County  of  San  Francisco  have  adopted  resolutions  urging  the  elimination  of  dioxin  pollution5; 

7  and, 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  prohibits  the  use,  requisition  or  purchase, 

1 0  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  City  or  County  department  or  agency,  of  any  tropical  hardwoods  or 

1 1  tropical  hardwood  wood  products  as  well  as  virgin  redwood  or  virgin  redwood  wood  products; 

12  and, 
13 

14  WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  has  classified  Pentachlorophenol  (Penta),  the  most  commonly  used 

1 5  wood  preservative,  as  a  Group  B2,  probable  human  carcinogen6;  and, 
16 

1 7  WHEREAS,  the  contaminants  of  Penta,  namely  dioxins,  furans,  and  hexachlorobenzene  (HCB) 

1 8  are  all  recognized  as  carcinogens,  mutagens,  teratogens,  and  endocrine  disruptors7;  and, 


Conventional  and  Other  Types  of  Pesticides  1996  /  1997  Estimates. 

http://www.epa.gov/oppbead1/pestsales/97pestsales/table4_5.htm.  EPA  Contract  No.  733-R-99- 
001 

4  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Center  for  Environmental  Assessment,  Office 
of  Research  and  Development,  1998.  Report  on  the  Meeting  to  Peer  Review  "The  Inventory  of 
Sources  of  Dioxin  in  the  United  States"  Final  Report.  EPA  Contract  No.  68-D5-0028. 
http://www.epa.gov/nceawww1/pdfs/dioxin/dioxinpr.pdf 

5  Commission  on  the  Environment,  Resolution  No.  021-98-COE.  Dioxin,  Public  Health,  and  the 
Environment.  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  No.  246-99.  Dioxin. 

6  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on 
Pentachlorophenol.  Environmental  Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Heath  and 
Environmental  Assessment,  Office  of  Research  and  Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 
http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0086.htm#ll. 

7  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  ,  National  Center  for  Environmental  Assessment 
website,  URL:  http://www.epa.gov/ncea/dioxin.htm  ;  Mukerjee,  D,  Health  Impact  of 
Polychlorinated  Dibenzo-p-dioxins:  A  Critical  Review,  J.  Air  &  Waste  Manage.  Assoc.  48:  157- 
165,  (1998);  Etoxnet  PIP  Hexachlorobenzene,  URL:  http://ace.orst.edu/cai- 
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1 

2  WHEREAS,  Penta  is  banned  in  several  countries  outside  of  the  United  States  due  to  health  or 

3  environmental  risks8;  and, 
4 

5  WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  has  classified  Creosote,  another  common  wood  preservative,  as  a 

6  Group  Bl,  probable  human  carcinogen9;  and, 
7 

8  WHEREAS,  Creosote  contains  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  which  are  classified  as 

9  Persistent  Organic  Pollutants  (POPs)10  and  are  listed  on  the  US  EPA's  Priority  list  of  hazardous 
10  substances";  and, 

11 

1 2  WHEREAS,  at  least  3 14  Superfund  or  chemical  waste  sites  in  the  United  States  have  been 

1 3  contaminated  with  Penta  and  3 1  Superfund  sites  have  been  contaminated  with  Creosote12;  and, 
14 

1 5  WHEREAS,  another  common  wood  preservative,  Copper  Chromium  Arsenic  (CCA),  contains 

1 6  inorganic  arsenic  which  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human 

17  carcinogen13;  and, 
18 


bin/mfs/01  /pips/hexachlo.htm;  World  Wildlife  Fund,  1996.  Known  and  Suspected  Hormone 
Disruptors  List,  URL:  http://www.wwfcanada.org/hormone-disruptors/science/edclist.html. 

8  United  Nations,  "Consolidated  List  of  Products  Whose  Consumption  and/or  Sale  Have  Been 
Banned,  Withdrawn,  Severely  Restricted  or  Not  Approved  by  Governments,"  Fifth  Issue,  1994. 

9  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Creosote. 
Environmental  Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Heath  and  Environmental  Assessment, 
Office  of  Research  and  Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 
http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0360.htm#ll. 

10  United  Nations  Economic  Commission  for  Europe,  Convention  on  Long-range  Transboundary 
Air  Pollution  website,  URL:  http://www.unece.org/env/lrtap/pops_h1.htm 

11  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry,  1999,  URL: 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/cxcx3.gyml 

12  Agency  for  Toxic  Substance  and  Disease  Registry,  1999.  Site  Containment  Query,  URL: 
http://atsdr1.atsdr.cdc.gov:8080/gsql/sitecontam.script?in_cas=pentachlorophenol&in_cas3= 

13  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Arsenic, 
inorganic,  URL:  http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0278.htm#ll 
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1  WHEREAS,  CCA  also  contains  chromium  VI,  which  is  listed  as  a  chemical  known  to  cause 

2  cancer  under  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act14  and  has  been 

3  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen  of  high  carcinogenic  hazard15; 

4  and, 
5 

6  WHEREAS,  other  chemicals  used  to  preserve  wood  utility  poles  may  have  adverse  impacts  on 

7  human  health  and  the  environment;  and, 
8 

9  WHEREAS,  the  handling  of  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  and  the  retreatment  of  existing 

1 0  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  could  expose  the  public  to  serious  health  hazards;  and, 
11 

1 2  WHEREAS,  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell  own  the  majority  of  the  chemically  treated  wood  utility 

1 3  poles  in  San  Francisco;  and, 
14 

1 5  WHEREAS,  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell  have  agreed  to  work  with  the  Department  of  the 

1 6  Environment  to  identify  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  in  a  timely  manner; 

1 7  now,  therefore  be  it 
18 

1 9  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

20  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  PG&E,  Pacific  Bell,  and 

21  manufacturers  of  non-wood  utility  poles,  including  steel,  fiberglass,  and  concrete  utility  pole 

22  manufacturers,  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study,  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution, 

23  of  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles,  including  an  analysis  of  the  effectiveness 

24  of  wrapping  chemically  treated  wood  poles  to  prevent  leaching  of  chemicals  into  the 

14  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act,  1986.  URL: 
http://www.oehha.ca.Qov/prop65/out  of  date/pdf  zip/22301  LSTA.pdf 

15  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  web  site,  URL: 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/uatw/hlthef/chromium.html 
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1  environment,  a  plan  for  the  safe  disposal  of  chemically  treated  wood  poles,  and  an  explanation  as 

2  to  why  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  poles  cannot  be  used  in  particular  situations;  and, 

3  be  it 
4 

5  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

6  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  utility  pole  owners,  as 

7  a  precautionary  measure,  cover,  within  twelve  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution,  the  first 

8  five  feet  above  ground  level  of  all  existing  chemically  treated  wood  poles  owned  by  them  that  are 

9  located  within  100  feet  of  any  elementary  school  or  park;  and,  be  it 

» 

10 

1 1  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

1 2  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  utility  pole  owners 

1 3  present  an  annual  report  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  the  number  and  location  of 

1 4  poles  that  were  replaced,  including  the  types  of  replacement  poles  that  were  installed;  and,  be  it 
15 

1 6  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

1 7  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  utility  pole  owners  to  not 

1 8  purchase  utility  poles  made  from  old  growth  wood  such  as  tropical  hardwood  or  virgin  redwood; 

1 9  and,  be  it 
20 

21  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

22  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  all  storage  sites  within 

23  San  Francisco  of  treated  poles  must  be  covered  from  the  elements  of  weather;  and,  be  it 
24 

25  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 

26  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  the  State  of  California  to 
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1  conduct  a  feasibility  study  for  wrapping  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  and  to  identify  and 

2  promote  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles. 
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Resolution  No.  007-01 -COE 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy 

May  8,  2001 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


RESOLUTION  No.  007-01 -COE 


May  8,  2001 


[Revised  Departmental  Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy] 

ADOPTION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  RECORD  RETENTION  AND 
DESTRUCTION  POLICY 

WHEREAS,  Chapter  8  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  requires  each 
department  head  to  maintain  records  and  create  a  records  retention  and  destruction 
schedule;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  adopts  the  attached 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment;  and,  be 
it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  empowers  the 
President  of  the  Commission  to  sign  off  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Record 
Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  on  behalf  of  the  Commission. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  is  adopted 
pursuant  to  Chapter  8  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  which  requires  each 
department  head  to  maintain  records  and  create  a  records  retention  and  destruction 
schedule. 

This  policy  covers  all  records  and  documents,  regardless  of  physical  form  or  characteristics, 
which  have  been  made  or  received  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  in  connection  with 
the  transaction  of  public  business. 

PART  I:  POLICY  AND  PROCEDURES 

A.       RETENTION  POLICY 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  shall  retain  records  for  the  period  of  their  immediate 
or  current  use,  unless  longer  retention  is  necessary  for  historical  reference,  or  to  comply 
with  contractual  or  legal  requirements,  or  for  other  purposes  as  set  forth  below.  For 
record  retention  and  destruction  purposes,  the  term  "record"  is  defined  as  set  forth  in 
Section  8.1  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  Documents  and  other  materials 
that  do  not  constitute  "records"  under  that  section,  including  those  described  below  in 
Category  4,  may  be  destroyed  when  no  longer  needed,  unless  otherwise  specified  in  Part 
II.  The  records  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  shall  be  classified  for  purposes  of 
retention  and  destruction  as  follows: 

Category  1 :  Permanent  Retention.  Records  that  are  permanent  or  essential  shall  be 
retained  and  preserved  indefinitely. 

•  Permanent  records.  Permanent  records  are  records  required  by  law  to  be 
permanently  retained  and  which  are  ineligible  for  destruction  unless  they  are  microfilmed 
and  special  measures  are  followed.  Admin.  Code  Section  8.4.  Once  microfilmed,  the 
original  paper  records  may  be  destroyed.  Duplicate  copies  of  permanent  records  may  be 
destroyed  whenever  they  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  efficient  operation  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment.  Examples  of  permanent  records  include  audit  reports, 
citizen  complaints  and  settlement  agreements. 

•  Essential  records.  Essential  records  are  records  necessary  for  the  continuity  of 
government  and  the  protection  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  individuals.  Admin.  Code 
Section  8.9.  Examples  of  essential  records  include  Code  Interpretations,  and 
Regulations. 
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Category  2:  Current  Records.  Current  records  are  records  which  for  convenience, 
ready  reference  or  other  reasons  are  retained  in  the  office  space  and  equipment  of  the 
Department.  Current  records  shall  be  retained  as  follows: 

•  Where  retention  period  specified  by  law.  Where  federal,  state,  or  local  law  prescribes 
a  definite  period  of  time  for  retaining  certain  records,  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  will  retain  the  records  for  the  period  specified  by  law.  Examples  of 
records  required  to  be  maintained  for  a  specific  period  are  permit  applications, 
Commission  packets  &  correspondence,  contracts  and  grants  exchanged  drafts  of 
contract  and  grant  agreements. 

•  Where  no  retention  period  specified  by  law.  Where  no  specific  retention  period  is 
specified  by  law,  the  department  must  specify  the  retention  period  for  those  records 
that  the  department  is  required  to  retain.  Records  shall  be  retained  for  a  minimum  of 
two  years,  although  such  records  may  be  treated  as  ''storage  records"  and  placed  in 
storage  at  any  time  during  the  applicable  retention  period.  Examples  of  current 
records  include  files  on  specific  environmental  issues  and  organizations. 

Category  3:    Storage  Records.  Storage  records  are  records  that  are  retained  offsite. 
Storage  records  are  subject  to  the  same  retention  requirements  as  current  records. 

Category  4:    No  Retention  Required.  Documents  and  other  materials  that  are  not 
"records"  as  defined  by  Admin.  Code  section  8.1  need  not  be  retained  unless  otherwise 
specified  by  local  law  (e.g.,  department  head  calendars).  Documents  and  other  materials 
(including  originals  and  duplicates)  that  are  not  otherwise  required  to  be  retained,  are  not 
necessary  to  the  functioning  or  continuity  of  the  Department  and  which  have  no  legal 
significance  may  be  destroyed  when  no  longer  needed.  Examples  include  materials  and 
documents  generated  for  the  convenience  of  the  person  generating  them,  draft  documents 
(other  than  some  contracts)  which  have  been  superseded  by  subsequent  versions,  or 
rendered  moot  by  departmental  action,  and  duplicate  copies  of  records  that  are  no  longer 
needed.  Specific  examples  include  calendars  (other  than  Director  Francesca  Vietor's 
calendar),  telephone  message  slips,  miscellaneous  correspondence  not  requiring  follow- 
up  or  departmental  action,  notepads,  e-mails  that  do  not  contain  information  required  to 
be  retained  under  this  policy,  and  chronological  files. 

B.       RECORDS  NOT  ADDRESSED  IN  THE  RECORD  RETENTION  SCHEDULE 

Records  and  other  documents  or  materials  that  are  not  expressly  addressed  by  the 
attached  schedule  may  be  destroyed  at  any  time  provided  that  they  have  been  retained  for 
the  periods  prescribed  for  substantially  similar  records. 
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C.       STORAGE  OF  RECORDS 


Records  may  be  stored  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  office  space  or  equipment 
if  the  records  are  in  active  use  or  are  maintained  in  the  office  for  convenience  or  ready 
reference.  Examples  of  active  files  appropriately  maintained  in  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  office  space  or  equipment  include  active  chronological  files,  research  and 
reference  files,  legislative  drafting  files,  pending  complaint  files,  administrative  files, 
personnel  files,  and  calendars.  Inactive  records,  for  which  use  or  reference  has 
diminished  sufficiently  to  permit  removal  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
office  space  or  equipment,  may  be  sent  to  the  City's  off-site  storage  facility  or  maintained 
in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  storage  facility. 

D.       HISTORICAL  RECORDS 

Historical  records  are  records  which  are  no  longer  of  use  to  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  but  which  because  of  their  age  or  research  value  may  be  of  historical 
interest  or  significance  may  not  be  destroyed  except  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
set  forth  in  Administrative  Code  section  8.7. 
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SF Environment 


WILLIE  L.  BROWN,  JR., 
Mayor 


May  15,2001 


Alicia  Culver 

Senior  Research  Associate 

INFORM,  Inc. 

120  Wall  Street 

New  York,  NY  10005-4001 


Dear  Ms.  Culver, 


The  Department  of  Environment  and  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  would  appreciate  being  able 
to  call  on  the  expertise  of  INFORM  in  working  on  issues  of  toxics  reduction,  including  issues  related  to 
batteries  and  persistent  bioaccumulative  toxic  pollutants.  Our  meetings  with  INFORM  staff  have  shown 
that  there  are  some  great  opportunities  to  work  together  to  help  set  up  model  municipal  programs. 
Although  we  currently  do  not  have  funding  available  for  this  project,  we  think  it  is  mutually  beneficial  to 
work  together,  and  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 


Sincerely, 


Randall  Hayes 
President 

Commission  on  the  Environment 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Telephone:  (415)  554-6390  •  Fax:  (415)  554-6393-  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94 

Email:  Environment  o  ci.sf. ca  us  •  www  .tfei ivironr  :ei it.com 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


/ 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


1) 


2) 


i>  MINUTES 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

MONDAY,  MAY  21,  2001  REGULAR  MEETING 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


JUN  1  6  2001 


Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:10  p.m. 

b)  President  Hayes  welcomed  Commissioner  Rodriguez,  as  it  was  her  first  meeting. 

c)  Present  were  Commissioners  Rodriguez,  Bradford-Bell,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  and  Hayes 

d)  Commissioner  Evans  was  excused. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  April  16,  2001  Regular  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Bingham. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3)  Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  This  item  was  moved  from  the  consent  calendar  to  the  regular  calendar.  Commissioner  Hayes 
proposed  an  amendment  to  include  covering  of  poles  near  day  care  centers  upon  request  in  the 
resolution.  He  stated  that  there  is  a  newsletter  that  is  distributed  to  all  licensed  day  care  centers 
and  that  the  Commission  could  announce  its  resolution  in  the  newsletter.  The  resolution  was 
unanimously  adopted  with  the  proposed  amendment. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Werbe  expressed  his  view  that  wood  poles  should  eventually  be  eliminated. 
He  also  stated  that  children  often  touch  poles  next  to  school  bus  stops  and  that  that  issue 
should  also  be  addressed  in  the  resolution.  Commissioner  Shah  expressed  his  view  that  the 
bus  stop  issue  could  be  addressed  at  a  later  point.  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  stated  that  it 
might  be  more  appropriate  to  contact  school  bus  companies  because  they  would  know  the 
routes  well. 

ii)  Rachel  Arnstine  of  Pacific  Bell  expressed  her  view  that  if  the  Commission  were  to  address 
school  bus  stops  in  the  resolution,  then  the  City  should  help  the  utility  companies  identify  the 
locations.  She  also  expressed  her  view  that  the  school  bus  stop  issue  is  excessive  for  the 
resolution. 

Hi)  Lester  Olmstead-Rose  of  PG&E  stated  that  the  utility  companies  could  investigate  the  school 
bus  stop  issue  as  part  of  their  six-month  study  and  recommended  that  the  Commission  avoid 
changing  the  language  of  the  resolution  again.  Commissioner  Hayes  agreed  that  the 
Commission  did  not  have  to  include  language  around  school  bus  stops  in  the  resolution  if  the 
utility  companies  plan  to  do  it  as  part  of  their  six-month  study. 

4)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  007-01 -COE  Revised  Department  of  the  Environment 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  guides  the 
Department  in  determining  which  records  must  be  kept  and  how  long  they  should  be  saved.  The 
resolution  (and  policy)  was  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Werbe. 


5)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Letter  to  INFORM,  Inc.  Requesting  Assistance  in  Departmental 


Projects -ACTION  ITEM 

a)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  INFORM  has  volunteered  to  help  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  conduct  research  on  batteries  and  persistent  bio-accumulative  toxic  pollutants  at  no 
cost  to  the  Department.  The  letter  was  unanimously  approved  upon  motion  by  Commissioner 
Werbe. 

b)  Comments 

i)    Commissioner  Bingham  asked  Mr.  Assmann  if  it  is  understood  that  INFORM  would  not  be 
paid  for  its  services.  Mr.  Assmann  responded  that  the  letter  states  that  the  Department  does 
not  have  funding  for  INFORM  at  this  time,  but  if  the  Department  receives  funding  for 
particular  projects  in  the  future,  then  INFORM  could  bid  on  them. 

6)  Appointment  of  Ad  Hoc  Search  Committee  for  Executive  Director  -  INFORMATION  ITEM 

a)  Instead  of  forming  an  Ad  Hoc  Search  Committee,  President  Hayes  called  upon  Commissioner 
Evans  to  help  him  review  resumes  and  identify  candidates  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
Executive  Director  position.  Although  Commissioner  Hayes  and  Commissioner  Evans  form  a 
quorum  of  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee,  they  will  not  be  discussing  matters  of  the 
Commission  while  discussing  the  Executive  Director  position. 

b)  Comments 

i)    Commissioner  Bingham  asked  Deputy  Director  Assmann  if  the  Department  is  able  to  function 
properly  without  an  executive  director.  Mr.  Assmann  stated  that  although  there  is  an 
increased  workload,  the  Department  is  managing  its  responsibilities  well. 

7)  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area  -  PRESENTATION 

a)  Harry  Moore  presented  about  the  "Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area",  an  initiative  of  the 
Bay  Area  Alliance  for  Sustainable  Development.  Mr.  Moore  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  Draft 
Compact  is  to  encourage  a  regional  conversation  on  how  the  Bay  Area  can  grow  in  a  more 
sustainable  manner.  He  stated  that  the  Compact  recommends  strategies  and  actions  that  help 
the  Bay  Area  move  toward  a  prosperous  economy,  quality  environment,  and  social  equity. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Hayes  stated  that  he  would  like  to  compare  the  Draft  Compact  to  the  City's 
Sustainability  Plan.  He  directed  the  Commission  Secretary  to  put  a  resolution  on  the  Draft 
Compact  on  the  agenda  for  the  next  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  meeting. 

ii)  Commissioner  Werbe  expressed  his  view  that  the  Compact  should  include  the  goal  of 
creating  a  unified  bus  system  for  all  Bay  Area  communities. 

iii)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  who  would  provide  the  scientific  information  for  the  Compact. 
Mr.  Moore  replied  that  a  lot  of  scientific  information  is  already  available. 

iv)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  Mr.  Moore  who  would  be  working  on  the  implementation  of  the 
Compact.  He  commented  that  the  City's  Sustainability  Plan  is  also  an  impressive  document, 
however  there  is  not  enough  implementation.  Mr.  Moore  stated  that  the  Bay  Area  Alliance 
would  work  to  get  all  of  the  regional  cities  to  commit  and  work  with  the  representatives  from 
the  cities  on  implementation.  He  stated  that  the  industry  might  be  able  to  provide  the 
monetary  resources  to  the  cities. 

v)  Scott  Edmondson  expressed  his  view  that  the  City  should  support  the  Draft  Compact 
because  regional  problems  often  affect  localities.  He  stated  that  San  Francisco's 
Sustainability  Plan  supports  the  initiative.  He  also  stated  that  collaboration  would  be 
important  in  implementing  the  initiative. 

8)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  Upon  Supervisor  Maxwell's  request,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  provided  a  written 
explanation  to  the  Health  and  Environmental  Resource  Center  (HERC)  regarding  partial  funding 
recommendations  for  HERC's  proposal. 

9)  Deputy  Director's  Report 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  the  Deputy  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  the  Deputy  Director's 
Report  for  Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office,  located  at  1 1 
Grove  St.  during  regular  business  hours, 
a)  Comments 

i)    Commissioner  Werbe  suggested  that  the  Department  distribute  a  pamphlet  on  energy 


savings  and  energy-saving  devices  to  residents  and  businesses.  Mr.  Assmann  stated  that  the 
Department  is  working  on  developing  a  brochure  on  energy. 

ii)  Commissioner  Shah  thanked  Mr.  Assmann  and  staff  for  working  hard  due  to  the  absence  of 
an  Executive  Director. 

iii)  Commissioner  Bingham  expressed  her  view  that  the  Department  should  collaborate  with  the 
Crissy  Field  Ecocenter.  Commissioner  Bingham  also  stated  that  churches  should  be  used  to 
distribute  environmental  information. 

iv)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  whether  nonprofits  could  be  included  in  the  small 
business  energy  saving  program. 

10)  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  May  24,  2001  at  6:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

11)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  The  May  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  was  cancelled  due  to  lack  of  a  quorum. 

Commissioner  Hayes  stated  that  he  would  appoint  a  Commissioner  as  Chair  of  the  Committee  by 
the  June  full  Commission  meeting. 

12)  Report  on  Commission  on  the  Environment  Grant  Program 

a)  Commissioner  Shah  stated  that  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  released 
funds  for  the  Commission's  Environmental  Health  and  Energy  Grant  Program.  He  also  thanked 
staff  for  preparing  for  the  staff  meeting. 

13)  New  Business 

a)  There  was  no  new  business  at  this  time. 

14)  President's  Announcements 

a)  President  Hayes  announced  that  the  Breast  Cancer  Fund  developed  a  draft  resolution  regarding 
the  "Precautionary  Principle".  He  stated  that  there  would  be  a  hearing  on  the  "Precautionary 
Principle"  at  the  June  Commission  meeting. 

15)  Public  Comments 

a)  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 


1 6)  Adjournment  -  The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:31  p.m. 


Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives 

May  21,  2001 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  004-01-COE 


May  21,  2001 


[Wood  Preservatives] 


MAY  2  5  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  URGE  PG&E,  PACIFIC 
BELL,  AND  MANUFACTURERS  OF  NON-WOOD  UTILITY  POLES  TO  CONDUCT  A 
FEASIBILITY  STUDY  OF  ALTERNATIVES  TO  CHEMICALLY  TREATED  WOOD 
UTILITY  POLES  AND  TO  URGE  ALL  UTILITY  POLE  OWNERS  TO  TAKE  STEPS  TO 
PROTECT  PUBLIC  HEALTH  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT  FROM  WOOD 
PRESERVATIVES  IN  UTILITY  POLES. 

WHEREAS,  In  1999,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Environmentally 
Preferable  Purchasing  Ordinance  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  to  aggressively 
pursue  the  goal  of  reducing  the  health  and  environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its 
operations1;  and, 

WHEREAS,  in  1996,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Ordinance  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the 
negative  impact  of  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment2;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  does  not  currently  include  any  wood 
preservatives  on  the  "Approved  List  of  Reduced  Risk  Pesticides"  for  San  Francisco;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  U.S.  EPA  estimates  that  nearly  700  million  pounds  of  wood  preservatives  are 
used  annually  in  the  United  States3;  and, 

1  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  21 F  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management 
Program 

3  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Pesticides,  November  1999.  Pesticides 
Industry  Sales  and  Usage:  1996  and  1997  Market  Estimates,  US  EPA.  U.S.  Usage  of 
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Resolution  No.  004-01  -COE  Wood  Preservatives 

May  21,  2001 


WHEREAS,  an  analysis  of  EPA's  Inventory  of  Sources  of  Dioxin  in  the  United  States  notes  that 
treated  wood  is  a  large  potential  source  of  dioxin  in  the  environment4;  and, 


WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  have  adopted  resolutions  urging  the  elimination  of  dioxin  pollution5; 
and, 


WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  prohibits  the  use,  requisition  or  purchase, 
directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  City  or  County  department  or  agency,  of  any  tropical  hardwoods  or 
tropical  hardwood  wood  products  as  well  as  virgin  redwood  or  virgin  redwood  wood  products; 
and, 


WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  has  classified  Pentachlorophenol  (Penta),  the  most  commonly  used 
wood  preservative,  as  a  Group  B2,  probable  human  carcinogen6;  and, 


WHEREAS,  the  contaminants  of  Penta,  namely  dioxins,  furans,  and  hexachlorobenzene  (HCB) 
are  all  recognized  as  carcinogens,  mutagens,  teratogens,  and  endocrine  disruptors7;  and, 


Conventional  and  Other  Types  of  Pesticides  1996  /  1997  Estimates. 

http://www.epa.gov/oppbead1/pestsales/97pestsales/table4_5.htm.  EPA  Contract  No.  733-R-99- 
001 

4  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Center  for  Environmental  Assessment,  Office 
of  Research  and  Development,  1998.  Report  on  the  Meeting  to  Peer  Review  "The  Inventory  of 
Sources  of  Dioxin  in  the  United  States"  Final  Report.  EPA  Contract  No.  68-D5-0028. 
http://www.epa.gov/nceawww1/pdfs/dioxin/dioxinpr.pdf 

5  Commission  on  the  Environment,  Resolution  No.  021-98-COE.  Dioxin,  Public  Health,  and  the 
Environment.  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  No.  246-99.  Dioxin. 

6  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on 
Pentachlorophenol.  Environmental  Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Heath  and 
Environmental  Assessment,  Office  of  Research  and  Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 
http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0086.htm#ll. 

7  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  ,  National  Center  for  Environmental  Assessment 
website,  URL:  http://www.epa.gov/ncea/dioxin.htm  ;  Mukerjee,  D,  Health  Impact  of 
Polychlorinated  Dibenzo-p-dioxins:  A  Critical  Review,  J.  Air  &  Waste  Manage.  Assoc.  48:  157- 
165,  (1998);  Etoxnet  PIP  Hexachlorobenzene,  URL:  http://ace.orst.edu/cai- 
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WHEREAS,  Penta  is  banned  in  several  countries  outside  of  the  United  States  due  to  health  or 
environmental  risks8;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  has  classified  Creosote,  another  common  wood  preservative,  as  a 
Group  B 1 ,  probable  human  carcinogen9;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Creosote  contains  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons,  which  are  classified  as 
Persistent  Organic  Pollutants  (POPs)10  and  are  listed  on  the  US  EPA's  Priority  list  of  hazardous 
substances11;  and, 

WHEREAS,  at  least  3 14  Superfund  or  chemical  waste  sites  in  the  United  States  have  been 
contaminated  with  Penta  and  3 1  Superfund  sites  have  been  contaminated  with  Creosote12;  and, 

WHEREAS,  another  common  wood  preservative,  Copper  Chromium  Arsenic  (CCA),  contains 
inorganic  arsenic  which  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human 
carcinogen13;  and, 


bin/mfs/01/pips/hexachlo.htm:  World  Wildlife  Fund,  1996.  Known  and  Suspected  Hormone 
Disruptors  List,  URL:  http://www.wwfcanada.org/hormone-disruptors/science/edclist.html. 

8  United  Nations,  "Consolidated  List  of  Products  Whose  Consumption  and/or  Sale  Have  Been 
Banned,  Withdrawn,  Severely  Restricted  or  Not  Approved  by  Governments,"  Fifth  Issue,  1994. 

9  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Creosote. 
Environmental  Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Heath  and  Environmental  Assessment, 
Office  of  Research  and  Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 
http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0360.htm#ll. 

10  United  Nations  Economic  Commission  for  Europe,  Convention  on  Long-range  Transboundary 
Air  Pollution  website,  URL:  http://www.unece.org/env/lrtap/pops_h1.htm 

11  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease  Registry,  1999,  URL: 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/cxcx3.gyml 

12  Agency  for  Toxic  Substance  and  Disease  Registry,  1999.  Site  Containment  Query,  URL: 
http://atsdr1.atsdr.cdc.gov:8080/gsql/sitecontam.script?in_cas=pentachlorophenol&in_cas3= 

13  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Arsenic, 
inorganic,  URL:  http://www.epa.gOv/ngispgm3/iris/subst/0278.htm#ll 
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WHEREAS,  CCA  also  contains  chromium  VI,  which  is  listed  as  a  chemical  known  to  cause 
cancer  under  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act14  and  has  been 
classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen  of  high  carcinogenic  hazard15; 
and, 

WHEREAS,  other  chemicals  used  to  preserve  wood  utility  poles  may  have  adverse  impacts  on 
human  health  and  the  environment;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  handling  of  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  and  the  retreatment  of  existing 
chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  could  expose  the  public  to  serious  health  hazards;  and, 

WHEREAS,  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell  own  the  majority  of  the  chemically  treated  wood  utility 
poles  in  San  Francisco;  and, 

WHEREAS,  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell  have  agreed  to  work  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  to  identify  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  in  a  timely  manner; 
now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  PG&E,  Pacific  Bell,  and 
manufacturers  of  non-wood  utility  poles,  including  steel,  fiberglass,  and  concrete  utility  pole 
manufacturers,  to  conduct  a  feasibility  study,  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution, 
of  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles,  including  an  analysis  of  the  effectiveness 
of  wrapping  chemically  treated  wood  poles  to  prevent  leaching  of  chemicals  into  the 

14  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act,  1986.  URL: 
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/prop65/out  of  date/pdf  zip/22301  LSTA.pdf 

15  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  web  site,  URL: 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/uatw/hlthef/chromium.html 
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environment,  a  plan  for  the  safe  disposal  of  chemically  treated  wood  poles,  and  an  explanation  as 
to  why  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  poles  cannot  be  used  in  particular  situations;  and, 
be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  utility  pole  owners,  as 
a  precautionary  measure,  cover,  within  twelve  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution,  the  first 
five  feet  above  ground  level  of  all  existing  chemically  treated  wood  poles  owned  by  them  that  are 
located  within  100  feet  of  any  elementary  school  or  park  and  of  all  existing  chemically  treated 
wood  poles  owned  by  them  that  are  located  within  100  feet  of  any  licensed  day  care  center,  upon 
request  of  the  day  care  center;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  utility  pole  owners 
present  an  annual  report  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  the  number  and  location  of 
poles  that  were  replaced,  including  the  types  of  replacement  poles  that  were  installed;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  utility  pole  owners  to  not 
purchase  utility  poles  made  from  old  growth  wood  such  as  tropical  hardwood  or  virgin  redwood; 
and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  that  all  storage  sites  within 
San  Francisco  of  treated  poles  must  be  covered  from  the  elements  of  weather;  and,  be  it 
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FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  the  State  of  California  to 
conduct  a  feasibility  study  for  wrapping  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles  and  to  identify  and 
promote  alternatives  to  chemically  treated  wood  utility  poles. 

/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  regular 
meeting  on  May  21,  2001. 


Sraddha  Mehta  v 
Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Hayes,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  Rodriguez,  and  Bradford-Bell. 
Noes:  None. 

Absent:  Commissioner  Evans. 
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PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
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ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


RESOLUTION  No.  007-01 -COE 


May  21,  2001 


[Revised  Departmental  Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy] 

ADOPTION  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  RECORD  RETENTION  AND 
DESTRUCTION  POLICY 

WHEREAS,  Chapter  8  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  requires  each 
department  head  to  maintain  records  and  create  a  records  retention  and  destruction 
schedule;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  adopts  the  attached 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment;  and,  be 
it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  empowers  the 
President  of  the  Commission  to  sign  off  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment  Record 
Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  on  behalf  of  the  Commission. 


/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  regular 
meeting  on  May  21,  2001. 


Sraddha  Mehta 
Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Hayes,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  Rodriguez,  and  Bradford-Bell. 
Noes:  None. 

Absent:  Commissioner  Evans. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  Record  Retention  and  Destruction  Policy  is  adopted 
pursuant  to  Chapter  8  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  which  requires  each 
department  head  to  maintain  records  and  create  a  records  retention  and  destruction 
schedule. 

This  policy  covers  all  records  and  documents,  regardless  of  physical  form  or  characteristics, 
which  have  been  made  or  received  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  in  connection  with 
the  transaction  of  public  business. 

PART  I:  POLICY  AND  PROCEDURES 

A.       RETENTION  POLICY 

The  Department  of  the  Environment  shall  retain  records  for  the  period  of  their  immediate 
or  current  use,  unless  longer  retention  is  necessary  for  historical  reference,  or  to  comply 
with  contractual  or  legal  requirements,  or  for  other  purposes  as  set  forth  below.  For 
record  retention  and  destruction  purposes,  the  term  "record"  is  defined  as  set  forth  in 
Section  8.1  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code.  Documents  and  other  materials 
that  do  not  constitute  "records"  under  that  section,  including  those  described  below  in 
Category  4,  may  be  destroyed  when  no  longer  needed,  unless  otherwise  specified  in  Part 
II.  The  records  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  shall  be  classified  for  purposes  of 
retention  and  destruction  as  follows: 

Category  1 :  Permanent  Retention.  Records  that  are  permanent  or  essential  shall  be 
retained  and  preserved  indefinitely. 

•  Permanent  records.  Permanent  records  are  records  required  by  law  to  be 
permanently  retained  and  which  are  ineligible  for  destruction  unless  they  are  microfilmed 
and  special  measures  are  followed.  Admin.  Code  Section  8.4.  Once  microfilmed,  the 
original  paper  records  may  be  destroyed.  Duplicate  copies  of  permanent  records  may  be 
destroyed  whenever  they  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  efficient  operation  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment.  Examples  of  permanent  records  include  audit  reports, 
citizen  complaints  and  settlement  agreements. 

•  Essential  records.  Essential  records  are  records  necessary  for  the  continuity  of 
government  and  the  protection  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  individuals.  Admin.  Code 
Section  8.9.  Examples  of  essential  records  include  Code  Interpretations,  and 
Regulations. 
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Category  2:  Current  Records.  Current  records  are  records  which  for  convenience, 
ready  reference  or  other  reasons  are  retained  in  the  office  space  and  equipment  of  the 
Department.  Current  records  shall  be  retained  as  follows: 

•  Where  retention  period  specified  by  law.  Where  federal,  state,  or  local  law  prescribes 
a  definite  period  of  time  for  retaining  certain  records,  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  will  retain  the  records  for  the  period  specified  by  law.  Examples  of 
records  required  to  be  maintained  for  a  specific  period  are  permit  applications, 
Commission  packets  &  correspondence,  contracts  and  grants  exchanged  drafts  of 
contract  and  grant  agreements. 

•  Where  no  retention  period  specified  by  law.  Where  no  specific  retention  period  is 
specified  by  law,  the  department  must  specify  the  retention  period  for  those  records 
that  the  department  is  required  to  retain.  Records  shall  be  retained  for  a  minimum  of 
two  years,  although  such  records  may  be  treated  as  "storage  records"  and  placed  in 
storage  at  any  time  during  the  applicable  retention  period.  Examples  of  current 
records  include  files  on  specific  environmental  issues  and  organizations. 

Category  3:    Storage  Records.  Storage  records  are  records  that  are  retained  offsite. 
Storage  records  are  subject  to  the  same  retention  requirements  as  current  records. 

Category  4:    No  Retention  Required.  Documents  and  other  materials  that  are  not 
"records"  as  defined  by  Admin.  Code  section  8.1  need  not  be  retained  unless  otherwise 
specified  by  local  law  (e.g.,  department  head  calendars).  Documents  and  other  materials 
(including  originals  and  duplicates)  that  are  not  otherwise  required  to  be  retained,  are  not 
necessary  to  the  functioning  or  continuity  of  the  Department  and  which  have  no  legal 
significance  may  be  destroyed  when  no  longer  needed.  Examples  include  materials  and 
documents  generated  for  the  convenience  of  the  person  generating  them,  draft  documents 
(other  than  some  contracts)  which  have  been  superseded  by  subsequent  versions,  or 
rendered  moot  by  departmental  action,  and  duplicate  copies  of  records  that  are  no  longer 
needed.  Specific  examples  include  calendars  (other  than  Director  Francesca  Vietor's 
calendar),  telephone  message  slips,  miscellaneous  correspondence  not  requiring  follow- 
up  or  departmental  action,  notepads,  e-mails  that  do  not  contain  information  required  to 
be  retained  under  this  policy,  and  chronological  files. 

B.       RECORDS  NOT  ADDRESSED  IN  THE  RECORD  RETENTION  SCHEDULE 

Records  and  other  documents  or  materials  that  are  not  expressly  addressed  by  the 
attached  schedule  may  be  destroyed  at  any  time  provided  that  they  have  been  retained  for 
the  periods  prescribed  for  substantially  similar  records. 
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C.       STORAGE  OF  RECORDS 


Records  may  be  stored  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  office  space  or  equipment 
if  the  records  are  in  active  use  or  are  maintained  in  the  office  for  convenience  or  ready 
reference.  Examples  of  active  files  appropriately  maintained  in  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  office  space  or  equipment  include  active  chronological  files,  research  and 
reference  files,  legislative  drafting  files,  pending  complaint  files,  administrative  files, 
personnel  files,  and  calendars.  Inactive  records,  for  which  use  or  reference  has 
diminished  sufficiently  to  permit  removal  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
office  space  or  equipment,  may  be  sent  to  the  City's  off-site  storage  facility  or  maintained 
in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  storage  facility. 

D.       HISTORICAL  RECORDS 

Historical  records  are  records  which  are  no  longer  of  use  to  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  but  which  because  of  their  age  or  research  value  may  be  of  historical 
interest  or  significance  may  not  be  destroyed  except  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
set  forth  in  Administrative  Code  section  8.7. 
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COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


l£>/o\ 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 


DOC«W§t3EPT. 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 


NOTICE  OF  SPECIAL* 
MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
MONDAY,  JUNE  25,  2001 
ROOM  408,  CITY  HALL,  6  PM 


JUN  1  8  2001  ^A/y 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1  DR.  CARLTON  B.  GOODLETT  PLACE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 


ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 
Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded 
that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine 
Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center, 
four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister, 
#19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71 
Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
(formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van  Ness  & 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired 
to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed, 
ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its 
programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of 
the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 


conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the 
people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 
OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room 
409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax: 
(415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
June  25,  2001 
6:00  p.m.  Room  408,  City  Hall 


1. 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  May  21,  2001  Regular  Meeting 

(  IllXpianaLUry  I^UCULIICIIL.    IviiiiuiCo  Ul  ivlay  Zl,  iUUl  XvCgUlai  iVicCLlll^y 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR 

3. 

Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  005-01-COE  Batteries 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  005-01-COE  Batteries)** 

ACTION 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

4. 

Precautionary  Principle 

Presentation  by  Davis  Baltz,  Commonweal 

Presentation  by  Michael  Green,  Center  for  Environmental  Health 

Presentation  by  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss,  The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  (Explanatory  Documents: 
Draft  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution  Proposed  to  the  San  Francisco 
Commission  on  the  Environment,  Frequently  Asked  Questions  Regarding  the 
Precautionary  Principle)** 

Presentation  by  Debra  Stein,  GCA  Strategies 

PRESENTATIONS 

5. 

Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED) 

Presentation  by  Mark  Palmer,  Resource  Efficient  Building  Coordinator,  Department  of  the 
Environment 

PRESENTATION 

6. 

Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .  Supervisor  Peskin  introduced  the  Commission's  Wood  Preservatives  Resolution  on  June 
1 1,  2001.  It  will  be  considered  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  June  18,  2001. 

2.  Invitation  to  African  American  Health  Conference  on  Saturday,  June  23,  2001  from  10:00 
a.m.  to  3:00  p.m.  at  the  Bayview  Opera  House. 

3.  Letter  from  International  Cadmium  Association  regarding  Battery  Resolution 
(Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  International  Cadmium  Association)** 

INFORMATION 

7. 

Deputy  Director's  Report 

David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Deputy  Director's  Report)** 

INFORMATION 

8. 

Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  June  28  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

INFORMATION 

9. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  July  1 1  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

IN  r  OKMA 1  lUfN 

10. 

New  Business 

•     Appointment  (or  Reappointment)  of  Committee  members  and  Chairperson(s)  for 
Subcommittees 

INFORMATION 

11. 

President's  Announcements 

INFORMATION 

12. 

Public  Comments 

INFORMATION 

13. 

Public  Comments  on  All  Matters  Related  to  the  Closed  Session 

INFORMATION 

14. 

Closed  Session 

Public  Employee  Hiring:  Director  Department  of  the  Environment 

Pursuant  to  Government  Code  54957,  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.10(b) 

ACTION 

15. 

Reconvene  Open  Session 

Vote  to  Elect  Whether  to  Disclose  Any  or  All  of  the  Discussion  Held  in  Closed  Session. 
Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  12(a) 

ACTION 

16. 

Adjournment 

This  is  a  "Special"  Meeting  because  it  is  not  at  the  regular  location,  nor  on  the  regular  day. 


Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.  us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

JUN  1  8  2CC1 
SAN  FRANCISCO 

1  Resolution  No.  005-01-COE  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

2  [Batteries] 
3 

4  URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  REQUIRE  THAT  CITY  DEPARTMENTS  PURCHASE 

5  AND  USE  ONLY  RECHARGEABLE  BATTERIES  AND  URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO 

6  INCREASE  BATTERY  RECYCLING. 
7 

8  WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  establishes  the  goal  of  minimizing  risks 

9  to  human  health  and  the  environment  by  striving  to  eliminate  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste;  and, 
10 

1 1  WHEREAS,  batteries  containing  cadmium,  mercury,  silver,  lead,  nickel,  zinc  or  other  heavy  metals  may  be  toxic, 

1 2  hazardous  materials  or  hazardous  waste;  and, 
13 

1 4  WHEREAS,  possible  health  effects  associated  with  ingestion  or  inhalation  of  water,  food,  or  air  that  has  been 

1 5  contaminated  with  high  levels  of  cadmium,  mercury,  and  other  heavy  metals  range  from  headaches  and  abdominal 

1 6  discomfort  to  seizures,  cancer,  comas,  and  even  death1;  and, 
17 

1 8  WHEREAS,  cadmium  is  an  acutely  toxic  metal  and  a  known  carcinogen  that  has  been  shown  to  have  the  following 

1 9  toxicological  effects:  lung,  iiver,  and  kidney  damage,  fragile  bones,  anemia,  and  decrease  in  male  fertility;  and, 

21  WHEREAS,  one  pre-1 996  mercury  battery  in  six  tons  of  trash  exceeds  the  federal  government's  allowable  limit  for 

22  mercury  in  solid  waste2;  and, 
23 

24  WHEREAS,  most  batteries  are  discarded  with  ordinary  municipal  solid  waste  rather  than  recycled  or  treated  as 

25  hazardous  waste;  and, 
26 

27  WHEREAS,  in  landfills,  heavy  metals  in  batteries  have  the  potential  to  leach  into  soil,  ground  water,  and  surface 

28  water;  and, 
29 

30  WHEREAS,  emissions  from  municipal  solid  waste  incineration  are  a  major  source  of  both  air  and  water  pollution, 

31  leading  to  bioaccumulation  of  mercury  and  cadmium  in  the  food  chain;  and, 
32 

33  WHEREAS,  batteries  mixed  with  municipal  solid  waste  have  the  potential  to  explode,  cause  fires,  or  harm  workers 

34  when  processed;  and, 
35 

36  WHEREAS,  the  goal  of  the  federal  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management  Act  of  1 996  (Battery 

37  Act)  is  to  phase  out  the  use  of  mercury  in  batteries  and  encourage  increased  recycling  of  used  nickel-cadmium 

38  batteries  (Ni-Cd),  small  sealed  lead-acid  batteries  (SSLA),  and  certain  other  batteries3  by  making  battery  recycling 

39  efficient  and  cost-effective,  and, 
40 

41  WHEREAS,  small,  round  "button  cell"  batteries  are  allowed  to  contain  up  to  25  mg  mercury  under  the  Battery  Act, 

42  and  may  also  contain  silver,  cadmium,  or  other  heavy  metals;  and, 
43 


1  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

2  http://www.epa.gov/grtlakes/seahome/housewaste/house/battdr.htm 

3  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management  Act.  Pub.  L.  No.  104-142.  (May  13,  1996) 
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Resolution  No.  005-01 -COE 
Batteries 
6/25/01 

1  WHEREAS,  it  is  likely  that  a  significant  number  of  batteries  containing  mercury  that  were  manufactured  prior  to 

2  passage  of  the  Battery  Act  have  yet  to  be  disposed;  and, 
3 

4  WHEREAS,  Ni-Cd  rechargeable  batteries  were  estimated  to  contribute  approximately  54  percent  of  the  cadmium 

5  found  in  municipal  solid  waste  in  19984;  and, 
6 

7  WHEREAS,  a  rechargeable  battery  that  can  be  charged  up  to  1 ,000  times5  can  substitute  for  hundreds  of  single-use 

8  batteries  over  its  useful  life6;  and, 
9 

1 0  WHEREAS,  US  EPA  reported  in  1997  that  80  percent  of  rechargeable  batteries  were  composed  of  nickel  and 

1 1  cadmium7;  and, 
12 

1 3  WHEREAS,  rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  and  rechargeable  nickel  metal  hydride  (Ni-MH)  batteries  offer 

1 4  comparable  power  to  Ni-Cds,  but  are  not  acutely  toxic  and  are  not  prone  to  the  "memory  effect"8  known  to 

1 5  compromise  performance  of  Ni-Cd  rechargeable  batteries;  and, 
16 

1 7  WHEREAS,  both  rechargeable  Ni-MH  and  rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  are  available  in  standard  sizes,  which 

1 8  make  them  appropriate  for  most  battery-powered  consumer  devices,  such  as  pagers,  flashlights,  cameras,  personal 

19  stereos,  etc.;  and, 
20 

21  WHEREAS,  several  states  including  Florida,  Iowa,  Minnesota,  New  Jersey,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont  have 

22  required  manufacturers  and  marketers  of  rechargeable  batteries  and  rechargeable  battery-powered  products  to 

23  implement  programs  to  inform  consumers  of  disposal  laws  for  rechargeable  batteries;  ensure  batteries  and  battery- 

24  powered  products  are  labeled  to  show  electrolyte  and  disposal  options;,  and  properly  collect,  transport,  and  recycle 

25  or  dispose  of  the  batteries  and  products;  now,  therefore  be  it 
26 

27  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 

28  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  any  City  department  seeking  to  purchase  batteries  shall  require  in  the 

29  specifications  for  procurement  of  batteries,  that  bidders  offer  rechargeable  batteries,  with  preference  given  to 

30  rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  and  rechargeable  nickel  metal  hydride  batteries  over  Ni-Cds,  to  the  maximum  extent 

31  possible  within  the  performance  standards  required  by  the  contract;  and,  be  it 
32 

33  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

34  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  any  City  department  requesting  purchase  of  nonrechargeable 

35  batteries  shall  set  forth  the  performance  standards  required  to  be  met  necessitating  the  purchase  of  a 

36  nonrechargeable  battery  or  battery-powered  product,  and  shall  certify  that  rechargeable  batteries  or  products 

37  powered  by  rechargeable  batteries  are  unavailable  to  meet  the  contract  requirements9;  and,  be  it 


4  U.S.  EPA.  1998.  Battery  Management,  http://www.epa.gov/oaintrnt/intrnlp2/p2/opprtnty/battery.htm 

5  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

6  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

7  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

8  The  "memory  effect"  occurs  when  batteries  are  not  fully  drained  prior  to  recharging.  Service  life  can 
diminish  with  each  partial  charge,  or  "topping  up." 

9  Performance  standards  and  specifications  shall  bear  reasonable  relation  to  the  function  or  intended  end 
use  of  the  product. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  -  2  - 


Resolution  No.  005-01 -COE 
Batteries 
6/25/01 

1 

2  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

3  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  that  any  City  department  requesting  purchase  of  Ni-Cd 

4  rechargeable  batteries  include  written  justification  of  preference  of  rechargeable  Ni-Cd  chemistry  over  rechargeable 

5  alkaline  or  rechargeable  Ni-MH;  and,  be  it 
6 

7  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

8  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  any  rechargeable  batteries  purchased  by  the  City  and  County  of 

9  San  Francisco  be  delivered  accompanied  by  detailed  recycling  instructions  and  any  batteries  containing  cadmium, 

1 0  mercury  or  lead  include  a  written  explanation  of  the  toxic  hazards  of  these  substances  in  the  waste  stream;  and,  be  it 
11 

1 2  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

1 3  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  City  departments,  when  buying  products  that  include  or  incorporate 

1 4  rechargeable  battery  packs,  to  give  purchasing  preference  to  products  that  include  or  incorporate  rechargeable 

1 5  alkaline  or  Ni-MH  batteries  over  Ni-Cd  batteries;  and,  be  it 
16 

1 7  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

1 8  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  City  departments,  when  buying  batteries  or  products  that  include  or 

1 9  incorporate  batteries,  to  give  preference  to  vendors  that  offer  to  take  spent  batteries  back  and  recycle  them;  and,  be 

20  it 
21 

22  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

23  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  City  departments,  when  buying  products  that  include  or  incorporate 

24  batteries,  to  give  preference  to  products  in  which  the  batteries  are  easily  removable  with  standard  tools;  and,  be  it 
25 

26  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

27  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  City  departments,  when  buying  battery  chargers,  purchase 

28  chargers  that  recharge  rechargeable  alkaline  and  rechargeable  Ni-MH  batteries  as  well  as  Ni-Cd  batteries;  and,  be  it 
29 

30  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

31  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  manufacturers  and  marketers  of  batteries  and  battery  powered 

32  products  sold  in  San  Francisco  work  with  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  to :  1 )  develop  and  implement  a 

33  program  to  inform  City  and  County  residents,  businesses,  and  City  departments  about  recycling  and  proper  disposal 

34  of  batteries;  2)  ensure  batteries  and  products  are  labeled  to  show  recycling  and  proper  disposal  options;  and  3) 

35  properly  collect,  transport,  and  recycle  the  batteries  and  products  they  sell;  and,  be  it 
36 

37  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 

38  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  the  State  of  California  to  consider  legislation  that  would  institute  a 

39  deposit  system  for  nonrechargeable  batteries  and  Ni-Cd  rechargeable  batteries  and  ban  Ni-Cds  from  disposal  in  solid 

40  waste  landfills  and  incinerators;  and,  be  it 
41 

42  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  to 

43  work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  battery  manufacturers  and  recyclers  to  develop  a  plan  and  budget  for 

44  an  expanded,  affordable  battery  recycling  program  for  the  City  departments,  including  funding  possibilities  through 

45  "Extended  Producer  Responsibility";  and,  be  it 
46 
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1  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  all  City  departments  to  participate  in  the 

2  City's  battery  recycling  program;  and,  be  it 
3 

4  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  to 

5  report  annually  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  the  types  and  amounts  of  batteries  collected  from  and 

6  recycled  by  City  departments,  make  recommendations  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  actions  that  the 

7  City  could  take  regarding  batteries,  and  report  on  the  feasibility  of  instituting  "Extended  Producer  Responsibility"  to 

8  address  problems  with  batteries  in  San  Francisco. 
9 

10 
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Debating  the  Precautionary  Principle 
Frequently  Asked  Questions 

Science  and  Environmental  Health  Network  March  2000 
Adopted  by  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss,  The  Breast  Cancer  Fund    May  2001 

The  Precautionary  Principle  has  taken  center  stage  in  a  number  of  recent 
international  discussions  on  trade,  the  environment,  and  human  health.  Within  the  last 
two  years,  there  has  been  interest  in  both  Massachusetts  and  San  Francisco,  to  enact 
precautionary  principle  legislation.  In  these  discussions  and  in  a  growing  number  of 
media  reports  on  the  precautionary  principle,  certain  questions  have  arisen.  The  Science 
and  Environmental  Health  Network  and  The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  have  provided  some 
answers. 

1.  Why  does  the  Precautionary  Principle  seem  to  have  conflicting  definitions? 

The  precautionary  principle  is  worded  differently  each  time  it  is  articulated.  This 
is  not  uncommon  in  international  customary  law.  Although  some  statements  of  the 
principle  are  more  detailed  than  others,  there  are  no  major  conflicts  among  them.  At  the 
core  of  each  statement  is  the  idea  that  action  should  be  taken  to  prevent  harm  to  the 
environment  and  human  health,  even  if  scientific  evidence  is  inconclusive. 


In  1998,  the  Wingspread  Conference  on  the  Precautionary  Principle  was 
convened  by  the  Science  and  Environmental  Health  Network.  Since  then,  this  definition 
is  used  frequently, 

"When  an  activity  raises  threats  of  harm  to  human  health  or  the  environment, 
precautionary  measures  should  be  taken  even  if  some  cause  and  effect  relation^mSjare-  c 
not  fully  established  scientifically."  UOuUMfcNTS  DEPT„ 

European  Commission  Communication  on  the  Precautionary  Principle  (2/2/ '00)    JUN  1  9  2001 

"The  precautionary  principle  applies  where  scientific  evidence  is  insufficient-  .  ^  FRANCISCO 
inconclusive  or  uncertain  and  preliminary  scientific  evaluation  indicates  that  thaRhere 
are  reasonable  grounds  for  concern  that  the  potentially  dangerous  effects  on  the  uBLIC  LIBRARY 
environment,  human,  animal,  or  plant  health  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  high  level  of 
protection  chosen  by  the  EU." 

United  Nations  Conference  on  Environment  and  Development,  Rio  Declaration,  1992 

"Where  there  are  threats  of  serious  or  irreversible  damage,  lack  of  full  scientific 
certainty  shall  not  be  used  as  a  reason  for  postponing  cost-effective  measures  to  prevent 
environmental  degradation." 

But  the  precautionary  principle,  especially  as  articulated  in  international  treaties 
and  agreements,  is  also  a  specific  justification  for  action  in  cases  of  likely  harm  and 
scientific  uncertainty. 

There  are  also  instances  were  the  words  "precautionary  principle"  are 
utilized  but  not  written.  One  such  example  is  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
known  as  CEQA  which  became  law  in  1970  and  is  built  on  the  Precautionary  Principle. 
CEQA  calls  for  a  list  of  alternatives  so  the  one  that  is  least  harmful  to  the  environment 
usually  stands  out.  Included  on  that  list  is  always  a  "No  Action"  alternative. 
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2.  Why  do  many  definitions  of  the  Precautionary  Principle  go  beyond  "harm"  and 
"scientific  uncertainty"? 

As  the  principle  has  been  elaborated  recently,  it  nearly  always  implies  three 
additional  ideas, 

1)  the  notion  of  seeking  alternatives  to  harmful  technologies; 

2)  the  idea  of  shifting  to  proponents  of  a  technology  the  responsibility 
for  demonstrating  its  safety;  and 

3)  the  goal  of  transparency  and  democracy  in  making  decisions  about 
technologies. 

On  this  level  it  is  something  like  the  common-sense  attitude  we  take  in  making 
decisions  in  our  own  lives.  We  consider  whether  we  need  or  want  something;  try  to  learn 
as  much  as  we  can  about  risks  and  benefits;  consider  alternatives;  choose  the  best  and 
(most  likely)  safest  route;  and  hold  responsible  those  who  provide  the  services  we 
choose.  And  when  something  we  value  appears  to  be  threatened,  we  tend  to  err  on  the 
side  of  caution. 

3.  If  the  precautionary  principle  applies  to  every  government  decision,  won't  that 
cause  all  decision-making  to  stop? 

This  question  confuses  the  broad,  common-sense  precautionary  approach  to 
decision-making  with  specific  precautionary  action.  It  is  wrong  on  two  counts.  First, 
precautionary  action  does  not  always  result  in  implementation  of  a  ban.  It  can  also  mean: 
further  research  prior  to  a  decision;  monitoring  of  technologies  and  products  already  in 
use;  or  adopting  safer  alternatives. 

Second,  a  broad  precautionary  approach  encourages  the  development  of  better 
technologies  and  leads  to  alternatives  which  may  bring  products  and  methods  that  are 
safer  and  cleaner. 

4.  Why  does  the  Precautionary  Principle  call  for  "zero  risk"  ? 

Any  debate  over  the  possibility  of  "zero  risk"  is  pointless.  Our  real  goal  must  be 
to  impose  far  less  risk  and  harm  on  the  environment  and  on  human  health  than  we  have  in 
the  past.  We  must  harness  human  ingenuity  to  reduce  the  harmful  effects  of  our  activities. 

Increasingly,  manufacturers  are  choosing  to  reduce  risk  themselves  by 
substituting  safer  alternatives  in  response  to  consumer  uneasiness,  the  threat  of  liability, 
and  market  pressures.  For  example,  a  number  of  toy  manufacturers  have  voluntarily 
stopped  using  phthalates  in  soft  plastics.  Such  actions  are  in  the  spirit  of  the 
precautionary  principle. 

A  key  to  making  those  choices  is  transparency  in  the  composition  of  products 
as  well  as  the  testing  and  monitoring  of  those  ingredients.  Support  from  both  government 
and  industry  is  needed  for  rigorous  research  on  alternatives. 

However,  market  and  voluntary  action  is  not  enough,  especially  on  issues  that  go 
beyond  individual  and  corporate  choice.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  communities, 
governments,  and  international  bodies  to  make  far-reaching  decisions  that  greatly  reduce 
the  risks  we  now  impose  on  people  and  the  environment. 
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5.  Why  do  we  need  the  precautionary  principle  when  we  have  risk  assessment? 

Risk  assessment  is  the  prevalent  tool  used  to  make  decisions  about  technologies 
and  products.  Its  proponents  argue  that  because  conservative  assumptions  are  built  into 
these  assessments,  they  are  sufficiently  precautionary.  Too  often,  however,  risk 
assessment  has  been  used  to  delay  precautionary  action:  decision-makers  wait  to  get 
enough  information  and  then  attempt  to  "manage"  rather  than  prevent  risks.  Standard 
risk  assessment,  in  other  words,  is  only  useful  in  conditions  of  relatively  high  certainty, 
and  generally  only  to  help  evaluate  alternatives  to  damaging  technologies. 

The  precautionary  principle  calls  for  the  examination  of  a  wider  range  of  harms — 
including  social  and  economic  ones—than  traditional  risk  analysis  provides.  It  points  to 
the  need  to  examine  not  only  single,  linear  risks  but  also  complex  interactions  among 
multiple  factors,  and  the  broadest  possible  range  of  harmful  effects.  A  precautionary 
approach  should  begin  before  the  regulatory  phase  of  decision-making  and  should  be 
built  into  the  research  agenda. 

6.  Won't  the  Precautionary  Principle  prevent  us  from  adopting  safer  technologies? 

Current  and  prospective  alternatives  to  harmful  technologies  (such  as  genetic 
modification  to  reduce  pesticide  use)  must  be  scrutinized  as  carefully  as  the  technologies 
they  replace.  It  does  not  make  sense  to  replace  one  set  of  harms  with  another. 

7.  Why  does  the  precautionary  principle  seem  to  be  "anti-science? 

On  the  contrary,  the  precautionary  principle  calls  for  more  and  better  science, 
especially  investigations  of  complex  interactions  over  longer  periods  of  time.  The 
standard  used  to  apply  the  precautionary  principle  is  when  there  is  reason  to  believe 
serious  or  irreversible  harm  may  occur.  Those  reasons  are  based  on  scientific  evidence 
such  as:  studies,  observations,  precedents,  experience,  and  professional  judgment. 

8.  What  happens  if  evidence  changes  after  a  decision  is  made  based  on  the 
precautionary  principle? 

Precautionary  decisions  take  into  account  what  we  know  we  do  not  know  at  a 
specific  point  in  time.  The  more  we  know,  scientifically,  the  greater  will  be  our  ability  to 
prevent  disasters  based  on  ignorance.  But  we  must  be  much  more  cautious  than  we  have 
been  in  the  past  about  moving  forward  in  ignorance.  All  decisions  about  technology, 
positive  and  negative,  should  be  temporary—that  is,  open  to  review  and  revision  based  on 
new  knowledge  and  experience.  A  precautionary  approach  has  many  feedback  loops. 


Precautionary  Principle  Debate.bl8 
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DRAFT  -  6/12/01 


title  :  San  Francisco  precautionary  principle  resolution 


PROPOSED  TO  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


WHEREAS,  Experience  with  global  and  local  environmental  issues  has  demonstrated 
a  need  for  prompt  and  responsive  interventions  to  protect  public  and  ecological  health; 
and 

WHEREAS,  Experience  in  San  Francisco  and  elsewhere  demonstrates  that  many 
serious  environmental  and  public  health  concerns  are  accompanied  by  scientific 
uncertainties  which  can  unduly  delay  timely  precautionary  action  by  the  public  and 
private  sectors;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco,  Oakland,  and  Berkeley,  with  concerns  about  the 
environmental  links  to  cancer,  each  passed  a  resolution  declaring  October  2000  as  "Stop 
Cancer  Where  It  Starts"  Month,  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Rio  Declaration  on  Environment  and  Development,  which  the 
United  States  endorsed  in  1992,  adopted  the  Precautionary  Principle  which  states  that, 

"Where  there  are  threats  of  serious  or  irreversible  damage,  lack  of  full  scientific 
certainty  shall  not  be  used  as  a  reason  for  postponing  cost-effective  measures  to 
prevent  environmental  degradation,"  and 

WHEREAS,  on  May  23,  2001,  a  treaty  banning  a  dozen  highly  toxic  chemicals  known 
as  persistent  organic  pollutants  or  POPs,  was  signed  by  sovereign  nations  including  the 
United  States, 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  has  adopted  prior  resolutions  on  Sustainability,  Dioxin, 
and  Mercury,  as  well  as  an  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance,  but  has  not  yet 
explicitly  adopted  the  Precautionary  Principle,  now  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  San  Francisco  adopt  the  Precautionary  Principle  as  a  guide  for  all 
public  and  private  sector  policies,  decisions,  and  activities,  so  that  when  credible 
evidence  indicates  a  threat  of  serious,  irreversible,  or  cumulative  harm  to  human  health  or 
the  environment,  even  where  accepted  standards  for  scientific  certainty  in  public  policy 
have  not  been  met,  precautionary,  preventive  measures  shall  be  taken,  including  assessing 
and  applying  feasible  alternatives. 
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international  Cadmium  Association 


June  1,2001 


Mr.  Randall  Hayes 
President 

Commission  on  the  Environment 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  84102 
Dear  Mr.  Hayes: 

The  International  Cadmium  Association  is  the  international  trade  association  representing  the 
interests  of  cadmium  producers,  consumers  and  recyclers  around  the  world.  Our  membership 
includes  major  nickel-cadmium  (NiCd)  battery  producers  such  as  Sanyo,  Panasonic,  SAFT, 
Marathon,  Acme  Electric  and  Hoppecke,  and  major  NiCd  battery  users  such  as  Black  &  Decker. 

We  have  recently  learned  that  the  Commission  discussed  Resolution  No.  005-0 1-COE  Batteries 
and  is  scheduled  to  take  further  action  on  this  resolution  later  in  June.  The  May  24th  draft  of  this 
resolution  is  full  of  many  incorrect,  misleading  and  unjustified  assumptions  which  call  into 
serious  question  the  resolutions  proposed.  We  believe  that  this  resolution  and  its  justification 
must  seriously  be  reviewed,  and  offer  the  attached  comments  for  your  consideration  in  revising 
the  resolution. 

We  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the  Commission  to  arrive  at  a  more  sensible  and  justifiable 
proposal  for  minimizing  any  risk  arising  from  the  disposal  of  spent  rechargeable  batteries.  We 
would  also  be  happy  to  supply  corroborating  information  and  references  to  back  up  the  statements 
made  in  our  comments. 

We  have  seen  the  comments  of  the  National  Electrical  Manufacturers  Association  (NEMA)  and 
agree  with  their  recommendation  that  the  Commission  defer  action  on  this  Resolution  until  there 
has  been  appropriate  opportunity  to  review  the  issues  raised  by  the  Resolution. 


Hugh  Morrow 
President 

International  Cadmium  Association 


North  American  Office 

Post  Office  Box  924.  Great  Falls.  VA  22066-0924  USA 
Tel:  (703)  759-7400    Fax:  (703)  759-7003 
E-Mail  icdamorrow@aol.com 


European  Office 

168.  Avenue  de  Tervuren.  B-l  150  Brussels.  BELGIUM 
Tel:  +  32  2  777  0560    Fax:  +  32  2  777  0565 
E-Mail  icda@village.uunet.be 


Comments  of 
International  Cadmium  Association 
on 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Resolution  No.  005-01-COE  (5/24/01) 


Page  1,  Lines  8-10:  While  the  goal  of  minimizing  risks  to  human  health  and  the  environment  is  a 
laudable  one,  minimizing  risks  is  not  necessarily  synonymous  with  eliminating  hazardous 
materials  and  hazardous  wastes.  Risk  depends  upon  many  factors,  most  notably  the  exposure  to 
the  toxic  substance,  its  form  and  concentration,  and  other  factors  which  will  affect  uptake  into  an 
organism  or  the  environment.  Throughout  this  resolution  hazard  is  equated  with  risk.  They  are  not 
the  same. 

Page  1,  Lines  12-13:  Certain  concentrations  of  certain  species  of  the  metals  listed  may  be  toxic. 
It  is  gratuitous  speculation  to  state  that  batteries  containing  these  metals  may  be  toxic.  In  fact,  a 
number  of  studies  have  indicated  otherwise,  both  because  of  an  absence  of  exposure  pathways 
and  because  of  the  characteristics  of  the  metals  themselves. 

Page  1,  Lines  15-18:  Again,  these  are  highly  speculative  statements  that  have  no  basis.  One 
might  as  well  assert  that  all  automobiles  should  be  banned  based  on  automobile  accident  deaths 
due  to  drunk  drivers.  High  levels  of  mercury  and  cadmium  in  the  environment  were  a  product  of 
unregulated  releases  in  the  1950s  and  1960s,  which  are  unlawful  and  are  very  unlikely  to  occur  in 
the  highly  regulated  environment  today.  The  term  "heavy  metals"  has  no  particular  relevance  to  a 
metal's  adverse  health  effects.  Many  metals  with  high  densities,  high  atomic  weights  and  high 
atomic  numbers  do  not  exhibit  adverse  health  effects  (e.g.  gold,  tungsten,  tantalum)  while  several 
others  with  low  densities,  low  atomic  weights  and  low  atomic  numbers  do  exhibit  some  adverse 
health  effects. 

Page  1,  Lines  20-22:  Cadmium  is  toxic  in  soluble  and  respirable  forms  at  high  concentrations  and 
very  long  exposures.  Its  alleged  carcinogenicity  is  now  being  challenged  as  being  due  to 
simultaneous  exposure  to  arsenic  in  epidemiological  studies.  Obstructive  lung  disease,  renal 
dysfunction  and  Itai-Itai  disease  are  known,  verified  effects  of  prolonged  exposures  to  high 
concentrations  of  ionic  forms  of  cadmium.  Evidence  for  kidney  disease,  anemia  and  decrease  in 
male  fertility  still  remains  inconclusive  with  many  studies  showing  no  effects. 

Page  1,  Lines  27-28:  While  it  is  true  that  most  NiCd  batteries  are  discarded  in  municipal  solid 
waste,  the  relative  amounts  being  collected  and  recycled  are  increasing.  It  is  also  true  that  the 
amount  of  NiCd  batteries  and  cadmium  in  MSW  is  extremely  low,  and  that  less  than  1%  of  all 
human  exposure  to  cadmium  arises  from  landfilled  or  incinerated  NiCd  batteries. 

Page  1,  Lines  30-31:  Again,  there  is  no  substantiation  for  these  statements.  Several  studies, 
including  a  major  one  by  OECD  on  leachates  from  landfills  have  indicated  that  the  cadmium 
concentration  in  the  leachate  from  these  landfills  is  below  the  WHO  recommended  drinking  water 
standard  for  cadmium  of  3  p.g  per  liter. 


Page  1,  Lines  33-35:  Emissions  of  cadmium  from  municipal  solid  waste  incineration  are  better 
than  99%  captured  by  air  emission  control  devices,  and  account  for  much  less  than  1%  of  the  total 
human  exposure  to  cadmium.  Most  human  exposure  to  cadmium  arises  from  fossil  fuel 
combustion  (coal,  gas,  and  oil),  fertilizers,  iron  and  steel  production,  natural  sources,  cement 
production,  and  nonferrous  metals  production.  It  does  not  arise  from  cadmium  and  cadmium 
products  production,  use  and  disposal. 

Further,  cadmium,  along  with  most  other  metals,  is  not  highly  bioaccumulative,  as  are  some 
synthetic  organic  chemicals,  which  properly  may  be  designated  PBTs.  Many  scientific  bodies 
have  now  firmly  established  that  elemental  metals  should  not  be  considered  PBTs. 

Page  2,  Lines  10-11:  There  are  many  studies  on  sources  of  cadmium  in  municipal  solid  waste. 
The  studies  I  have  seen  suggest  that  NiCd  batteries  only  contribute  about  30%  of  the  total 
cadmium  in  MSW.  Furthermore  and  most  importantly,  the  levels  of  cadmium  in  MSW,  no  matter 
where  they  come  from,  are  very  low,  certainly  not  high  enough  to  constitute  an  unacceptable  risk 
to  human  health  or  the  environment,  even  if  they  are  deemed  to  be  a  hazard. 

Page  2,  Lines  13-14:  While  this  is  a  good  point  in  comparing  the  life  cycle  impact  of 
rechargeable  vs.  non-rechargeable  batteries,  the  cycle  lives  of  various  batteries  differ  widely. 
NiCds  generally  have  very  high  cycle  lives,  from  1000  to  2000  cycles  depending  upon 
application.  NiMHs  and  Li-ion  batteries  are  somewhat  lower,  depending  again  upon  application, 
recharging  characteristics,  temperature  and  other  factors.  Rechargeable  alkaline-manganese 
batteries  claim  25  cycles  but  in  actual  practice  levels  may  be  lower  than  that.  In  determining  the 
life  cycle  impact  of  a  battery  system,  it  is  important  to  note  the  amount  of  waste  generated  per 
kilowatt-hour  of  battery  energy  generated.  That  is  why  your  preference  for  NiMH  batteries  over 
NiCd  batteries  has  no  environmental  justification  whatsoever.  Both  systems  have  similar 
environmental  impacts.  The  most  important  factors  are  how  much  they  are  recycled  and  their 
performance,  not  their  composition.  Please  also  note  that  in  terms  of  equal  environmental  impact, 
one  rechargeable  NiCd  battery  can  substitute  for  about  one  thousand  single  use  batteries,  not 
merely  hundreds. 

Page  2,  Lines  16-17:  This  statement  has  been  misread  or  taken  out  of  context.  The  vast  majority 
of  rechargeable  batteries  are  the  automotive  lead  acid  batteries,  approximately  90%  of  the  total 
rechargeable  battery  market.  Of  the  remaining  10%  that  are  the  rechargeable  consumer  batteries, 
today's  market  breakdown  would  give  NiCds  about  40%,  NiMH  about  40%,  and  Li-ion  about 
20%.  It's  been  many  years  since  NiCd  batteries  controlled  80%  of  the  small  rechargeable  battery 
market. 

Page  2,  Lines  19-21:  It  appears  as  if,  unfortunately,  you  have  taken  at  face  value  the  promotional 
literature  from  some  of  the  rechargeable  alkaline  battery  and  NiMH  battery  manufacturers.  These 
two  battery  systems  are  wholly  unsuited  for  and  give  markedly  inferior  performance  in  power 
tool  applications  for  which  NiCds  are  used.  Rechargeable  alkaline  manganese  and  NiMH  systems 
have  vastly  inferior  cycle  lives  and  are  not  able  to  deliver  the  high  power  drain  rates  which  power 
tools  require.  Companies  such  as  Black  &  Decker  have  investigated  alternative  battery 
chemistries  thoroughly,  and  they  have  concluded  that  these  systems  cannot  deliver  anywhere  near 
comparable  performance. 

As  mentioned  above,  the  total  life  cycle  environmental  and  human  health  impact  of  rechargeable 
alkaline  manganese  and  NiMH  batteries  are  very  similar  to  those  of  NiCd  batteries.  Because  of 
the  alkaline  manganese  battery's  low  cycle  life,  many  more  have  to  be  utilized  to  achieve 
equivalent  amounts  of  lifetime  energy.  Because  of  the  higher  nickel  and  cobalt  contents  of  NiMH 


batteries  as  well  as  the  presence  of  chromium,  vanadium  and  other  elements  in  some  NiMH 
systems,  these  systems  also  have  environmental  impact  as  high  as  those  of  NiCd  batteries.  All 
battery  chemistries  contain  materials  that  potentially  constitute  risk  to  the  environment,  and  all 
battery  systems  should  probably  be  collected  and  recycled.  Furthermore,  it  should  be  noted  that 
NiMH  batteries  require  more  energy  to  recycle  than  do  NiCd  batteries,  and  that  NiMH  batteries 
are  only  about  80%  recyclable  whereas  NiCd  batteries  are  better  than  99%  recyclable. 

"Memory  effect"  is  a  characteristic  of  older  technology  sintered  nickel-based  battery  systems,  and 
is  not  confined  to  NiCd  batteries  alone.  NiMH  batteries  in  the  past  have  also  suffered  from 
"memory  effect."  Today's  electrode  constructions  in  both  NiCd  and  NiMH  cells  have  largely 
eliminated  memory  effect,  and  this  is  simply  a  red  herring  introduced  by  NiMH  manufacturers 
seeking  to  capture  additional  market  share. 

Page  2,  Lines  23-25:  These  statements  appear  to  have  been  taken  directly  from  the  promotional 
advertisements  of  the  NiMH  and  rechargeable  alkaline  manganese  battery  manufacturers.  The 
fact  is  that  neither  system  has  nearly  the  product  line  and  the  availability  for  the  wide  variety  of 
applications  as  do  NiCd  batteries.  Any  resolution  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
makes  should  be  based  on  verifiable  facts,  not  manufacturers  promotional  and  therefore  vested 
interest  advertisements.  This  is  all  highly  biased  material. 

Page  3,  Lines  1-4,  Lines  18-22,  Lines  24-28  and  Lines  30-33:  There  is  no  environmental  or 
human  health  basis  to  give  preference  to  rechargeable  alkaline  manganese  batteries  or  NiMH 
batteries  over  NiCd  batteries,  based  on  life  cycle  analyses  and  risk  assessments.  To  do  so  could 
well  compromise  performance  and  safety  in  some  applications.  The  County  would  be  better 
served  by  devoting  its  efforts  to  ensuring  that  the  County's  own  portable  batteries  are  properly 
collected  and  recycled  and  to  encouraging  its  citizens  to  do  the  same. 

Page  4,  Lines  6-9:  There  is  already  an  extensive  and  well-funded  NiCd  collection  and  recycling 
system  in  the  United  States  organized  by  the  battery  industry  and  run  by  the  Rechargeable  Battery 
Recycling  Corporation  (RBRC).  This  organization  has  a  major  collection  facility  in  Anaheim, 
California,  and  has  continued  to  show  improved  collection  and  recycling  quantities  during  the 
years  of  its  existence.  The  collection  program  is  being  expanded  this  year  to  include  all 
rechargeable  battery  systems,  including  the  NiMH  and  lithium-ion  chemistries.  Instituting  a 
deposit  system  selectively  on  non-rechargeable  alkaline  manganese  and  nickel-cadmium  batteries 
is  without  scientific  basis  and  would  appear  to  be  discriminatory,  illegal  and  unnecessary. 
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MONDAY,  JUNE  25,  2001  SPECIAL  MEETING 

V 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:08  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Bingham,  Shah,  and  Hayes. 

c)  Commissioners  Rodriguez,  Werbe,  and  Bradford-Bell  were  excused. 


Adoption  of  Minutes  of  May  21 ,  2001  Regular  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Bingham. 


01  A 


03  RCVD 


Consideration  of  Resolution  No.  005-01 -COE  Batteries  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  This  item  was  moved  from  the  consent  calendar  to  the  regular  calendar.  Commissioner  Hayes 
proposed  several  amendments  to  the  resolution.  The  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  with 
the  proposed  amendments  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Evans. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Norm  England  of  the  Portable  Rechargeable  Battery  Association  (PRBA)  and  the 
Rechargeable  Battery  Recycling  Corporation  (RBRC)  stated  that  the  resolution  would  require 
industry  to  establish  a  product  stewardship  program  for  rechargeable  batteries  which  already 
exists  under  RBRC's  program.  He  also  stated  that  the  rechargeable  battery  labeling  and 
removability  requirements  would  duplicate  federal  law.  Mr.  England  expressed  his  view  that 
a  deposit  system  for  batteries  would  disrupt  established  battery  collection  operations. 

ii)  Katie  Silberman  of  CEH  stated  that  she  supports  the  resolution  because  it  is  consistent  with 
San  Francisco's  Sustainability  Plan  and  because  it  is  consistent  with  the  goal  of  eliminating 
cancer  causes. 

iii)  Catherine  Porter  stated  that  she  supports  the  resolution  and  encouraged  the  Commission  to 
"stop  cancer  where  it  starts". 

iv)  Dana  Yokum,  a  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  the  battery  resolution  is  a  toxics  issue 
due  to  the  health  effects  associated  with  cadmium,  which  is  found  in  the  batteries. 

v)  Joan  Reiss  stated  that  she  supports  the  battery  resolution.  She  stated  that  the  industry  is 
conscientious,  but  should  consider  expanding  battery  recycling  programs  and  doing  more 
outreach. 

vi)  Davis  Baltz  of  Commonweal  stated  that  he  supports  the  battery  resolution  and  that  it  is 
important  to  reduce  exposure  to  cancer  causing  agents. 

vii)  Michael  Green  of  CEH  stated  that  one  pre-1996  mercury  battery  in  six  tons  of  trash  exceeds 
the  federal  government's  allowable  limit  for  mercury  in  solid  waste.  He  expressed  his  view 
that  rechargeable  batteries  are  a  solution. 

viii)  Janet  Cox  of  Inform  stated  that  the  1996  Battery  Law  doesn't  address  NiMH  and  Alkaline 
rechargeable  batteries.  She  also  expressed  her  view  that  the  industry's  battery  recycling 
program  is  not  publicized  enough.  Ms.  Cox  stated  that  recycling  of  rechargeable  batteries  is 
important  because  the  batteries  still  contain  toxic  substances. 

ix)  Judy  Brady  stated  that  she  supports  the  battery  resolution,  as  it  fits  under  the  precautionary 


principle.  She  expressed  her  view  that  if  society  followed  the  precautionary  principle,  then 
she  wouldn't  have  been  diagnosed  with  cancer. 

x)  Glen  Barker  of  Greenaction  stated  that  she  supports  the  battery  resolution  and  expressed  her 
view  that  preference  should  be  given  to  rechargeable  alkalines  over  NiCds. 

xi)  Sarah  O'Farrel  stated  that  she  supports  the  battery  resolution.  She  expressed  her  view  that 
the  industry's  efforts  are  not  enough  to  stop  cancer. 

xii)  Norm  England  stated  that  NiCds  cannot  be  replaced  for  several  applications  i.e.  power  tools 
for  construction  applications.  He  also  stated  that  the  number  of  times  a  battery  can  be 
recharged  is  dependent  on  the  battery's  chemistry.  Mr.  England  stated  that  RBRC  has  been 
increasing  its  advertising  and  outreach.  He  expressed  his  view  that  there  is  no  need  to  label 
products  in  which  batteries  are  used. 

xiii)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  nonrechargeable  batteries  should  be  used  for  smoke 
detectors.  Mr.  England  stated  that  he  doesn't  recommend  using  rechargeable  batteries  for 
that  application.  Commissioner  Hayes  expressed  his  view  that  rechargeable  alkaline 
batteries  might  be  appropriate  for  that  application.  Commissioner  Evans  also  asked  why 
batteries  aren't  labeled  under  Prop  65. 

xiv)  Commissioner  Shah  stated  that  the  resolution  includes  a  provision  for  exceptions  if 
rechargeable  batteries  are  inappropriate  for  particular  applications.  He  stated  that  he 
supports  the  resolution. 

xv)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  Mr.  England  about  the  recycling  rates  for  batteries.  Mr. 
England  stated  that  they  had  recycled  over  20  million  pounds  of  batteries  since  1995.  Mr. 
England  stated  that  it  is  difficult  to  quantify  how  many  batteries  were  sold  because  there  are 
so  many  different  manufacturers  and  because  it  is  an  international  market. 

xvi)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  Mr.  England  what  happens  when  a  battery  is  sent  for 
recycling.  Mr.  England  stated  that  when  a  NiCd  is  sent  for  recycling  the  Nickel  is  used  for 
steel  and  the  cadmium  is  used  for  other  batteries. 

xvii)  Waymond  Wong  of  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  stated  that  there  is  no  curbside 
program  for  battery  recycling,  but  that  there  are  several  outlets  available  to  recycle  batteries 
now. 

Precautionary  Principle  -  PRESENTATIONS 

a)  Davis  Baltz  presented  on  the  precautionary  principle.  He  stated  that  one  definition  of  the 
Precautionary  Principle  is:  "When  an  activity  raises  threats  of  harm  to  human  health  or  the 
environment,  precautionary  measures  should  be  taken  even  if  some  cause  and  effect 
relationships  are  not  fully  established  scientifically."  Mr.  Baltz  stated  that  the  Precautionary 
Principle  is  not  a  new  concept  and  that  there  are  several  examples  of  it.  He  stated  that  San 
Francisco's  mercury  thermometer  ban  is  a  precautionary  measure.  He  also  stated  that 
precautionary  language  appears  in  United  Nations  and  European  documents  dealing  with  climate 
change,  atmospheric  ozone  depletion,  ocean  management,  watershed  management,  and  energy 
policy,  among  other  subjects. 

b)  Katie  Silberman  of  CEH  stated  that  precautionary  resolutions  for  local  government  are  an 
important  means  of  action.  Ms.  Silberman  stated  that  San  Francisco's  legislation  calling  for  the 
elimination  of  dioxin  and  mercury  took  the  approach  of  the  precautionary  principle.  She  also 
stated  that  San  Francisco's  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  Ordinance  follows  the 
precautionary  principle.  Ms.  Silberman  expressed  her  view  that  implementing  a  preventative 
approach  would  address  the  actual  causes  of  cancer,  not  just  their  effects. 

c)  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss  of  The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  expressed  her  view  that  the  precautionary 
principle  is  a  restatement  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  She  stated  that  the 
intent  of  CEQA  is  for  "all  agencies  of  the  state  government  which  regulate  activities  of  private 
individuals,  corporations,  and  public  agencies  which  are  found  to  affect  the  quality  of  the 
environment,  to  regulate  such  activities  so  that  major  consideration  is  given  to  preventing 
environmental  damage,  while  providing  a  decent  home,  and  a  satisfying  living  environment  for 
every  Californian."  Ms.  Reiss  urged  the  Commission  to  adopt  a  precautionary  principle 
resolution. 

d)  Debra  Stein  of  GCA  Strategies  stated  that  it  is  not  possible  to  apply  the  precautionary  principle  to 
all  situations.  She  recommended  that  the  Commission  review  risks  on  a  case  by  case  basis.  She 
also  expressed  her  view  that  the  precautionary  principle  is  based  on  the  subjective  fears  of  non- 
experts, rather  than  objective  evidence  from  experts.  Ms.  Stein  also  stated  that  costs  should  be 


considered  when  reviewing  various  cases.  Ms.  Stein  urged  the  Commission  to  not  adopt  a 
precautionary  principle  resolution, 
e)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  expressed  her  view  that  economic  benefits  are  often  given  more  weight 
than  health  or  environmental  risks.  She  stated  that  the  precautionary  principle  would  help  us 
be  more  thoughtful  on  how  things  can  lead  to  health  conditions. 

ii)  Rachel  Arnstine  of  Pacific  Bell  expressed  her  view  that  legislation  around  the  precautionary 
principle  could  have  unintended  consequences.  She  also  stated  that  such  legislation  would 
be  difficult  or  impossible  to  implement.  She  stated  that  common  sense  is  relative.  Ms. 
Arnstine  recommended  that  the  Department  reach  out  to  the  entire  industry  regarding  this 
issue. 

iii)  Michael  Green  of  CEH  expressed  his  view  that  all  "experts"  are  biased  and  that  the  industry's 
"experts"  are  also  biased  because  they  are  employed  by  the  industry. 

iv)  Catherine  Porter  stated  that  she  supports  the  precautionary  principle  and  that  she  hopes  the 
Commission  will  adopt  the  precautionary  principle  resolution. 

v)  Patricia  Callahan  stated  that  Massachusetts  adopted  the  precautionary  principle  and 
recommended  that  the  Commission  also  support  it. 

vi)  Katie  Silberman  expressed  her  view  that  universal  consideration  is  used  all  the  time  and  that 
it  is  the  same  thing  as  common  sense  or  morality. 

vii)  Joan  Reiss  expressed  her  view  that  risk  assessment  makes  it  appear  that  a  certain  amount 
of  chemicals  are  acceptable.  She  stated  that  that  amount  might  not  be  safe  for  children. 

viii)  Chris  Didney  stated  that  some  drugs  that  have  prolonged  the  lives  of  people  for  10  years 
would  not  exist  if  the  precautionary  principle  were  in  effect.  He  recommended  that  the 
Commission  consider  small  businesses  and  economic  benefits. 

ix)  Davis  Baltz  expressed  his  view  that  the  industry  should  prove  products  are  safe  prior  to  using 
them.  He  stated  that  the  precautionary  principle  triggers  action  when  credible  evidence  of 
harm  is  present.  He  recommended  that  the  Commission  refer  this  item  to  Committee. 

5)  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  (LEED)  -  PRESENTATION 

a)  Mark  Palmer,  Resource  Efficient  Building  (REB)  Coordinator  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment,  stated  that  LEED,  Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design,  is  a  green 
building  rating  system  of  the  US  Green  Building  Council.  LEED  evaluates  environmental 
performance  from  a  "whole  building"  perspective,  providing  a  definitive  green  building  standard. 
LEED  ratings  are  currently  not  available  for  residential  buildings.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  Seattle's 
City  facilities  are  required  to  meet  a  Silver  LEED  rating.  He  also  stated  that  some  REB  pilot 
projects  might  meet  a  Silver  LEED  rating  if  all  goes  as  planned.  Mr.  Palmer  expressed  his  view 
that  the  LEED  rating  system  should  eventually  be  incorporated  into  San  Francisco's  REB 
ordinance. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  stated  that  the  Cal  EPA  building  in  Sacramento  is  an  exemplary  new 
green  building.  It  is  also  Sacramento's  largest  building. 

ii)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  Mr.  Palmer  if  the  LEED  rating  system  takes  (alternative)  fueling 
into  account.  Mr.  Palmer  stated  that  there  is  a  transportation  section  as  part  of  the  LEED 
system. 

iii)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  Mr.  Palmer  if  it  is  possible  to  receive  a  gold  rating.  Mr.  Palmer 
stated  that  it  is  possible,  but  the  costs  would  be  greater  up  front.  Mr.  Palmer  added  that  there 
would  be  a  positive  return  on  the  investment. 

iv)  Michael  Green  stated  that  the  LEED  standard  does  not  currently  include  PVC.  He  expressed 
his  view  that  the  Department  should  take  action  on  PVC  in  construction  due  to  the  connection 
between  PVC  and  dioxins. 

v)  Sean  Coleman  expressed  his  view  that  there  should  be  a  formula  to  calculate  the  point  where 
the  extra  money  needed  for  building  green  would  be  paid  off  by  savings. 

6)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  Supervisor  Peskin  introduced  the  Commission's  Wood  Preservatives  Resolution  on  June  1 1 , 
2001 .  It  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  June  18,  2001 . 

b)  An  African  American  Health  Conference  was  held  on  Saturday,  June  23,  2001  from  10:00  a.m.  to 


3:00  p.m.  at  the  Bayview  Opera  House.  Department  Heads  discussed  actions  that  could  be 
taken  by  the  City  to  alleviate  health  and  environmental  conditions  in  the  Bayview. 
c)   The  Commission  received  a  letter  from  the  International  Cadmium  Association  in  opposition  to 
the  battery  resolution. 

7)  Deputy  Director's  Report 

a)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  the  Deputy  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  the  Deputy 

Director's  Report  for  Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office, 
located  at  1 1  Grove  St.  during  regular  business  hours. 

8)  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  June  28,  2001  at  6:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

9)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  July  1 1  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove 
Street. 

10)  New  Business 

a)  President  Hayes  appointed  Commissioner  Rodriguez  as  Chair  of  the  Finance  and  Operations 
Committee  (FOC).  He  appointed  Commissioners  Bingham  and  Bradford-Bell  as  FOC  members. 
President  Hayes  stated  that  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  would  remain  as  is  i.e. 
Commissioner  Evans  would  remain  the  Chair  and  Commissioners  Shah  and  Hayes  would  be 
members. 

1 1 )  President's  Announcements 

a)  President  Hayes  announced  that  Cal  Broomhead  would  be  developing  a  bold  long-term  energy 
plan  for  the  City.  He  requested  that  Mr.  Broomhead  present  the  plan  to  the  Commission  at  a  full 
Commission  meeting. 

12)  Public  Comments  -  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 

13)  Items  13  through  15:  Public  Comments  on  All  Matters  Related  to  the  Closed  Session,  Closed 
Session,  and  Reconvene  Open  Session 

a)  The  Commission  was  unable  to  go  into  closed  session  due  to  lack  of  a  quorum  for  these  items. 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:30  p.m. 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


S3 
2 


JUN  2  9  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Resolution  No.  005-01 -COE 
Batteries 
6/25/01 


Resolution  No.  005-01 -COE 

[Batteries] 


URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  REQUIRE  THAT  CITY  DEPARTMENTS  PURCHASE 
AND  USE  ONLY  RECHARGEABLE  BATTERIES  AND  URGING  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO 
INCREASE  BATTERY  RECYCLING. 

WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  establishes  the  goal  of  minimizing  risks 
to  human  health  and  the  environment  by  striving  to  eliminate  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste;  and, 

WHEREAS,  batteries  containing  cadmium,  mercury,  silver,  lead,  cobalt,  nickel,  zinc  or  other  heavy  metals  may  be 
toxic,  hazardous  materials  or  hazardous  waste;  and, 

WHEREAS,  possible  health  effects  associated  with  ingestion  or  inhalation  of  water,  food,  or  air  that  has  been 
contaminated  with  high  levels  of  cadmium,  mercury,  and  other  heavy  metals  range  from  headaches  and  abdominal 
discomfort  to  seizures,  cancer,  comas,  and  even  death1;  and, 

WHEREAS,  cadmium  is  an  acutely  toxic  metal  and  a  known  carcinogen  that  has  been  shown  to  have  the  following 
toxicological  effects:  lung,  liver,  and  kidney  damage,  fragile  bones,  anemia,  and  decrease  in  male  fertility;  and, 

WHEREAS,  one  pre-1996  mercury  battery  in  six  tons  of  trash  exceeds  the  federal  government's  allowable  limit  for 
mercury  in  solid  waste2;  and, 

WHEREAS,  most  batteries  are  discarded  with  ordinary  municipal  solid  waste  rather  than  recycled  or  treated  as 
hazardous  waste;  and, 

WHEREAS,  in  landfills,  heavy  metals  in  batteries  have  the  potential  to  leach  into  soil,  ground  water,  and  surface 
water;  and, 

WHEREAS,  emissions  from  municipal  solid  waste  incineration  are  a  major  source  of  both  air  and  water  pollution, 
leading  to  bioaccumulation  of  mercury  and  cadmium  in  the  food  chain;  and, 

WHEREAS,  batteries  mixed  with  municipal  solid  waste  have  the  potential  to  explode,  cause  fires,  or  harm  workers 
when  processed;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  goal  of  the  federal  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management  Act  of  1996  (Battery 
Act)  is  to  phase  out  the  use  of  mercury  in  batteries  and  encourage  increased  recycling  of  used  nickel-cadmium 
batteries  (Ni-Cd),  small  sealed  lead-acid  batteries  (SSLA),  and  certain  other  batteries3  by  making  battery  recycling 
efficient  and  cost-effective,  and, 

WHEREAS,  small,  round  "button  cell"  batteries  are  allowed  to  contain  up  to  25  mg  mercury  under  the  Battery  Act, 
and  may  also  contain  silver,  cadmium,  or  other  heavy  metals;  and, 


1  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

2  http://www.epa.gov/grtlakes/seahome/housewaste/house/battdr.htm 

3  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management  Act.  Pub.  L.  No.  104-142.  (May  13,  1996) 
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WHEREAS,  it  is  likely  that  a  significant  number  of  batteries  containing  mercury  that  were  manufactured  prior  to 
passage  of  the  Battery  Act  have  yet  to  be  disposed;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Ni-Cd  rechargeable  batteries  were  estimated  to  contribute  approximately  54  percent  of  the  cadmium 
found  in  municipal  solid  waste  in  19984;  and, 

WHEREAS,  a  rechargeable  battery  that  can  be  charged  up  to  1 ,000  times5  can  substitute  for  hundreds  of  single-use 
batteries  over  its  useful  life6;  and, 

WHEREAS,  US  EPA  reported  in  1997  that  80  percent  of  rechargeable  batteries  were  composed  of  nickel  and 
cadmium7;  and, 

WHEREAS,  both  rechargeable  Ni-MH  and  rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  are  available  in  standard  sizes,  which 
make  them  appropriate  for  most  battery-powered  consumer  devices,  such  as  pagers,  flashlights,  cameras,  personal 
stereos,  etc.;  and, 

WHEREAS,  several  states  including  Florida,  Iowa,  Minnesota,  New  Jersey,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont  have 
required  manufacturers  and  marketers  of  rechargeable  batteries  and  rechargeable  battery-powered  products  to 
implement  programs  to  inform  consumers  of  disposal  laws  for  rechargeable  batteries;  ensure  batteries  and  battery- 
powered  products  are  labeled  to  show  electrolyte  and  disposal  options;  and  properly  collect,  transport,  and  recycle  or 
dispose  of  the  batteries  and  products;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  any  City  department  seeking  to  purchase  batteries  shall  require  in  the 
specifications  for  procurement  of  batteries,  that  bidders  offer  rechargeable  batteries,  with  preference  given  to 
rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  and  rechargeable  nickel  metal  hydride  batteries  over  Ni-Cds,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  within  the  performance  standards  required  by  the  contract;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  any  City  department  requesting  purchase  of  nonrechargeable 
batteries  shall  set  forth  the  performance  standards  required  to  be  met  necessitating  the  purchase  of  a 
nonrechargeable  battery  or  battery-powered  product,  and  shall  certify  that  rechargeable  batteries  or  products 
powered  by  rechargeable  batteries  are  unavailable  to  meet  the  contract  requirements8;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  that  any  City  department  requesting  purchase  of  Ni-Cd 
rechargeable  batteries  include  written  justification  of  preference  of  rechargeable  Ni-Cd  chemistry  over  rechargeable 
alkaline  or  rechargeable  Ni-MH;  and,  be  it 


4  U.S.  EPA.  1998.  Battery  Management,  http://www.epa.gov/oaintrnt/intrnlp2/p2/opprtnty/battery.htm 

5  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

6  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

7  U.S.  EPA.  1997.  Implementation  of  the  Mercury-Containing  and  Rechargeable  Battery  Management 
Act.  EPA530-K-97-009. 

8  Performance  standards  and  specifications  shall  bear  reasonable  relation  to  the  function  or  intended  end 
use  of  the  product. 
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FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  any  rechargeable  batteries  purchased  by  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  be  delivered  accompanied  by  detailed  recycling  instructions  and  any  batteries  containing  cadmium, 
mercury  or  lead  include  a  written  explanation  of  the  toxic  hazards  of  these  substances  in  the  waste  stream;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  City  departments,  when  buying  products  that  include  or  incorporate 
rechargeable  battery  packs,  to  give  purchasing  preference  to  products  that  include  or  incorporate  rechargeable  Ni- 
MH batteries  over  Ni-Cd  batteries;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  City  departments,  when  buying  batteries  or  products  that  include  or 
incorporate  batteries,  to  give  preference  to  vendors  that  offer  to  take  spent  batteries  back  and  recycle  them;  and,  be 
it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  City  departments,  when  buying  products  that  include  or  incorporate 
batteries,  to  give  preference  to  products  in  which  the  batteries  are  easily  removable  with  standard  tools;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  City  departments,  when  buying  battery  chargers,  purchase 
chargers  that  recharge  Ni-MH  batteries  as  well  as  Ni-Cd  batteries;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  that  manufacturers  and  marketers  of  batteries  and  battery  powered 
products  sold  in  San  Francisco  work  with  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  to :  1)  develop  and  implement  a 
program  to  inform  City  and  County  residents,  businesses,  and  City  departments  about  recycling  and  proper  disposal 
of  batteries;  2)  ensure  batteries  and  products  are  labeled  to  show  battery  chemistry  and  recycling  and  proper 
disposal  options;  3)  properly  collect,  transport,  and  recycle  the  batteries  and  products  they  sell;  and  4)  include 
rechargeable  alkaline  batteries  in  their  recycling  schemes;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  urge  the  State  of  California  to  consider  legislation  that  would  institute  a 
deposit  system  for  nonrechargeable  batteries  and  Ni-Cd  rechargeable  batteries  and  ban  Ni-Cds  and  Ni-MH  batteries 
from  disposal  in  solid  waste  landfills  and  incinerators;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  to 
work  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  battery  manufacturers  and  recyclers  to  develop  a  plan  and  budget  for 
an  expanded,  affordable  battery  recycling  program  for  the  City  departments,  including  funding  of  battery  collection, 
transportation,  and  recycling  by  battery  manufacturers;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  all  City  departments  to  participate  in  the 
City's  battery  recycling  program;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  to 
report  annually  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  the  types  and  amounts  of  batteries  purchased,  collected 
from  and  recycled  by  City  departments,  make  recommendations  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  on  actions 
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that  the  City  could  take  regarding  batteries,  and  report  on  the  feasibility  of  "Extended  Producer  Responsibility"  to 
address  problems  with  batteries  throughout  San  Francisco. 


/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  special  meeting  on 
June  25,  2001. 


Commission  Secretary 
VOTE: 

Ayes:     Commissioners  Hayes,  Evans,  Bingham,  and  Shah. 
Noes:  None. 

Absent:  Commissioners  Werbe,  Rodriguez,  and  Bradford-Bell. 
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ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


07-1 1-01  All :04  RCVD 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental 
illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded 
that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine 
Ordinance.] 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the 
meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 


Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center, 
four  blocks  from  City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister, 
#19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42  Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71 
Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and  the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
(formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are  at  Van  Ness  & 
Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired 
to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed, 
ethnic  origin,  gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its 
programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of 
the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 


conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the 
people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 
OR  TO  REPORT  A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room 
409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax: 
(415)554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
July  16,  2001 
6  p.m.  Room  400,  City  Hall 


1. 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  June  25,  2001  Special  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  June  25,  2001  Special  Meeting)* 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR 

3. 

Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  008-01-COE  Draft  Compact  for  a 
Sustainable  Bay  Area  (Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  008-01-COE  Draft  Compact 
for  a  'snstainahlp  Rav  Area^* 

ACTION 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

4. 

Gender  Analysis  Report 

David  Assmann,  Department  of  the  Environment 

INFORMATION 

5. 

Resource  Efficient  Building  Pilot  Program  -  New  City  Administrative  Office  Building 

Presentation  by  Edgar  Lopez,  Department  of  Public  Works 

PRESENTATION 

6. 

Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .  Letter  from  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  regarding  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Explanatory 
Document:  Letter  from  Jane  Morrison,  President  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  regarding 
Urban  Forestry  Council)* 

2.  Letter  from  Sierra  Club  regarding  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Explanatory  Document: 
Letter  from  John  Rizzo  of  the  Sierra  Club  regarding  Urban  Forestry  Council)* 

3.  Letter  from  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  regarding  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Explanatory 
Document:  Letter  from  Carolyn  Blair,  Executive  Director  of  the  San  Francisco  Tree 
Council,  regarding  the  Urban  Forestry  Council)* 

INFORMATION 

7. 

Deputy  Director's  Report 

David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Deputy  Director's  Report)* 

INFORMATION 

8. 

Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  July  26  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

INFORMATION 

9. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  August  8  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

INFORMATION 

10. 

New  Business 

INFORMATION 

11. 

President's  Announcements 

INFORMATION 

12. 

Public  Comments 

INFORMATION 

13. 

Public  Comments  on  All  Matters  Related  to  the  Closed  Session 

INFORMATION 

14. 

Closed  Session 

Public  Employee  Hiring:  Director  Department  of  the  Environment 

Pursuant  to  Government  Code  54957,  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.10(b) 

ACTION 

15. 

Reconvene  Open  Session 

Vote  to  Elect  Whether  to  Disclose  Any  or  All  of  the  Discussion  Held  in  Closed  Session. 
Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  12(a) 

ACTION 

16. 

Adjournment 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


Resolution  No.  008-0 1-COE 
Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area 

July  16,  2001 

Resolution  No.  008-01-COE  July  16,  2001 

[Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area] 

ENDORSING  THE  DRAFT  COMPACT  FOR  A  SUSTAINABLE  BAY  AREA. 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  economy,  environmental  resources, 
cultural  amenities,  educational  institutions  and  the  diversity  of  the  population  make  it  a  unique 
and  special  place;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  entire  Bay  Area  is  undergoing  rapid  changes  and  facing  serious  challenges;  and 

WHEREAS,  traffic  congestion,  long  commutes  and  overburdened  transit  systems,  the  lack  of 
sufficient  housing  and  skyrocketing  housing  costs,  loss  of  open  space,  declining  neighborhoods, 
air  and  water  pollution  and  the  increasingly  inequitable  distribution  of  the  benefits  of  our  thriving 
economy  are  interrelated  problems  that  require  integrated  solutions;  and 

WHEREAS,  sustaining  the  region's  environment  and  economy  in  a  way  that  ensures  equity  for 
all  residents,  requires  innovative  thinking  and  a  vision  of  the  future  that  integrates  the  "Three  Es 
of  Sustainable  Development":  prosperous  economy,  quality  environment  and  social  equity: 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bay  Area  Alliance  for  Sustainable  Development  is  a  multi-stakeholder 
coalition  established  in  1997  to  develop  and  implement  the  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay 
Area,  a  sustainability  action  plan  for  the  Bay  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bay  Area  Alliance  for  Sustainable  Development  defines  sustainable 
development  as  the  ability  "...to  meet  the  needs  of  the  present  without  compromising  the  ability 
of  future  generations  to  meet  their  own  needs;"  and 

WHEREAS,  the  goal  of  the  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area  is  to  reach  consensus 
among  a  critical  mass  of  stakeholder  organizations  and  civic  leaders  regarding  a  new  shared 
vision  rooted  in  common  values  about  how  the  Bay  Area  can  be  a  more  sustainable  region;  now, 
therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  join  the  overall  goal  of  stakeholder 
organizations  and  civic  leaders  regarding  a  new  shared  local  vision  rooted  in  common  values 
about  how  the  region  can  be  more  sustainable,  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  strongly  endorse  regional 
planning  and  the  spirit  of  the  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area  and  encourage  the 
process  by  both  the  public  and  private  sectors  at  the  local,  regional,  state  and  national  levels. 
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SAN    FRANCISCO    TREE  COUNCIL 

A  Non  Profit  Organization  Working  to  Preserve  &  Protect  Mature  Trees  &  Open  Space 


June  28,  2001 

Commission  On  The  Environment 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Commissioners, 

The  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  would  very  much  appreciate  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  to  appoint  SFTC  as  one  of  the  non-profit  organization  on  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  and  board  of  director,  David  Graves  as  SFTC's  representative.  David  Graves  is  well 
known  and  respected  for  his  many  years  of  experience  contributing  to  SFTC  goals  of 
sustaining  a  healthy  environment  in  San  Francisco. 

SFTC  is  a  grassroots  citizen's  organization  that  works  together  with  individual  members  of 
the  community,  neighborhood  groups  and  other  environmental  organizations  to  preserve 
and  protect  trees  as  part  of  the  existing  beauty  and  character  of  our  neighborhoods,  public 
centers  and  parks. 

SFTC  successfully  lobbied  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  unanimously  support  the  formation 
of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  SFTC  succeeded  in  getting  an  environmentally  friendly  Board 
of  Supervisors  elected.  With  their  support  and  that  of  Supervisor  Sue  Bierman,  Ferry  Park 
was  dedicated  by  the  mayor  as  permanent  green  open  space,  protecting  200  mature  trees. 

The  Tree  Council  is  dedicated  to  implementing  a  long-term  plan  for  the  establishment  and 
protection  of  a  rich  green  canopy  in  San  Francisco,  and  to  expand  the  landmark  /  heritage 
tree  program  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  UFC  to 
promote  laws  that  increase  protection  for  all  trees  public  and  privately  maintained  and  for  a 
uniform  policy  for  care  and  maintenance  all  city  department  trees. 

We  urge  you  to  appoint  the  SFTC  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  help  us  continue  to  better 
serve  our  city's  urban  forest.  Please  help  us  get  the  UFC  up  and  running  now. 


Sincerely, 


Carolyn  Blair,  Executive  Director 
2310  Powell  Street,  #305 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


(415)  982-8793 


Sierra 
Club 

FOUNDED  1892  1 62 1  Waller  Street  San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 1 7 


The  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

June  28,  2001 

RE:  Urban  Forestry  Council 
Commissioners: 

The  Sierra  Club  supports  David  Graves,  a  representative  of  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Council,  for  a 
position  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Mr.  Graves  is  a  long  time  environmental  volunteer  who 
has  worked  on  a  number  of  of  issues,  including  City  parks,  the  protection  of  native  plants  and 
animals  in  the  City,  and  preservation  of  the  City's  canopy  of  trees.  The  Sierra  Club  has  worked 
with  Mr.  Graves  on  issues  and  has  supported  his  work. 

As  a  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  board  of  directors,  Mr.  Graves  has  a  working 
knowledge  of  the  many  problems  and  issues  of  the  problem  of  the  loss  of  San  Francisco  trees,  as 
well  as  their  importance  to  the  health  of  the  City's  citizens  and  wildlife.  Mr.  Graves  would  be  a 
positive  force  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 


Conservation  Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Group 

Sierra  Club 

415-751-1615 

jrizzo@sprintmail.com 


San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Since  1970,  Working  to  Protect  the  Urban  Environment 

March  29,  2001 

Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco  Ca  94102 

Dear  Commissioners: 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow  is  pleased  to  recommend  that  the  San 
Francisco  Tree  Council  be  appointed  as  one  of  the  non-profit 
organizations  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

As  you  know,  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  is  a  non-profit 
grassroots  citizens  organization  that  works  to  increase  the 
understanding  and  appreciation  of  large,  mature  trees  in  our  urban 
environment. 

Leaders  of  the  Tree  Council  are  very  energetic  day  by  day  in  carrying 
out  the  mission  of  preserving  and  protecting  trees  as  part  of  the  existing 
beauty  and  character  of  our  neighborhoods,  public  centers  and  parks. 

The  Tree  Council  works  cooperatively  with  individual  members  of  the 
community,  neighborhood  groups,  and  other  environmental 
organizations  to  keep  everyone  informed  and  to  secure  their  support  for 
protection  of  trees  in  our  City. 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  worked  with  the  Tree  Council  leaders  on 
a  variety  of  issues,  and  we  are  confident  they  will  add  strength  and 
knowledge  to  the  work  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

Sincerely, 

JancMorrison,  President  564-1482 


Will  you  want  to  live  in  San  Francisco  -  tomorrow? 

41  Sutter  Street  Suite  1579 .  Sea  Francisco  CA  94104-4903  .  (415)  566-7050 

Bwydti  Piper 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


1) 


2) 


^MINUTES 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

MONDAY,  4ULY  16,  2001  REGULAR  MEETING 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:04  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Shah,  Rodriguez,  and  Hayes. 

c)  Commissioner  Bingham  arrived  after  Item  3. 

d)  Commissioners  Werbe  and  Bradford-Bell  were  excused. 


Adoption  of  Minutes  of  June  25,  2001  Special  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Evans. 
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3)  Consent  Calendar:  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  008-01 -COE  Draft  Compact  for  a 
Sustainable  Bay  Area  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  consent  calendar  was  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Shah. 

4)  Gender  Analysis  Report  -  INFORMATION 

a)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  the  Department's  Gender  Analysis  Report.  Mr.  Assmann 
stated  that  the  report  outlines  17  recommendations  that  the  Department  should  consider  for 
implementing  the  findings  of  the  gender  study.  These  recommendations  include  considering 
gender  when  initiating  a  recruitment  process  for  staff  positions  and  considering  gender  for  long- 
term  planning.  A  copy  of  the  Gender  Analysis  Report  is  available  upon  request  at  the 
Department  of  the  Environment,  located  at  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  during  normal 
business  hours. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  Mr.  Assmann  if  the  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  (FOC) 
would  be  working  on  developing  an  implementation  plan  for  the  gender  analysis 
recommendations.  Mr.  Assmann  stated  that  any  assistance  from  the  FOC  would  be 
appreciated.  He  added  that  several  of  the  recommendations  have  been  implemented  since 
the  report  was  written. 

ii)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  Mr.  Assmann  what  the  first  few  priorities  for  implementation 
would  be.  Mr.  Assmann  stated  that  the  Department  would  focus  on  recruitment  lists  and 
employee  evaluations. 

iii)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  if  the  Department  had  considered  budget  implications  for 
implementation  of  the  gender  report  recommendations.  Mr.  Assmann  stated  that  budget 
implications  had  not  been  considered  to  date,  but  would  be  considered  in  the  future. 

5)  Resource  Efficient  Building  Pilot  Program  -  New  City  Administrative  Office  Building  - 
PRESENTATION 

a)  Edgar  Lopez  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  presented  on  the  Resource  Efficient  Building 
Pilot  Project  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  Mr.  Lopez  stated  that  the  project  is  now  in  the 
Conceptual  Design  phase  where  3  design  schemes  are  being  analyzed  to  demonstrate 


sustainability  and  cost  options  regarding  building  height,  shape  and  inclusion  of  natural  daylight 
into  the  building.  The  LEED  Green  Rating  System  is  being  used  to  guide  the  design  process,  and 
includes  a  waste  management  plan  for  the  deconstruction  of  the  existing  building,  and  the  use  of 
renewable  energy  sources  in  the  new  building.  Planning  approvals  are  required  to  determine  the 
height  of  the  building,  now  projected  at  between  12  and  14  stories, 
b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  stated  that  the  building  is  located  in  a  windy  area.  She  asked  Mr. 
Lopez  if  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  addresses  the  wind  factor. 

ii)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  Mr.  Lopez  if  the  project  team  had  considered  taking 
advantage  of  the  wind  by  installing  wind  turbines  on  the  building.  Mr.  Lopez  responded  that 
the  project  team  would  analyze  possibilities  for  utilizing  alternative  energy  systems. 
Commissioner  Bingham  expressed  her  view  that  the  building  should  be  powered  by 
alternative  energy. 

iii)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  Mr.  Lopez  who  is  part  of  the  design  team.  Mr.  Lopez  responded 
that  the  project  team  consists  of  architectural  firms  selected  from  the  RFQ  process,  DPW 
staff,  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  staff. 

6)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  The  Department  received  three  letters  regarding  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  The  letters  are  from 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  Sierra  Club,  and  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Council. 

b)  Comments 

i)    Commissioner  Hayes  requested  that  the  Deputy  Director  update  the  Commission  on  the 
status  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  responded  that  the  Council 
would  not  be  set  up  until  funding  is  in  place.  He  added  that  approximately  $150,000  would 
be  needed  for  the  Council. 

7)  Deputy  Director's  Report 

a)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  the  Deputy  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  the  Deputy 

Director's  Report  for  Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office, 
located  at  1 1  Grove  St.  during  regular  business  hours. 

8)  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  July  26  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

9)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  August  8  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

10)  New  Business 

a)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  if  the  Department  and  Commission  would  get  involved  in  the  issue 
of  the  Airport  Runway  Expansion.  She  expressed  her  view  that  the  expansion  would  result  in  an 
increased  number  of  people  entering  San  Francisco,  increased  pollution,  increased  traffic,  etc. 

i)  Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler  stated  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  have 
jurisdiction  for  land  use  and  planning  issues. 

ii)  Commissioner  Hayes  recommended  that  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  discuss  the 
Airport  issue  and  get  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  proposed  Runway  Expansion. 

b)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  if  the  Commission's  Committees  could  consist  of  more  than  three 
people. 

i)    Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler  stated  that  Committees  could  not  have  more  than  three  people 
because  4  people  are  a  quorum  of  the  full  Commission. 

c)  Commissioner  Hayes  stated  that  upcoming  topics  to  be  addressed  by  the  Commission  include 
the  Precautionary  Principle  and  an  Energy  Plan  for  San  Francisco. 

d)  Commissioner  Evans  stated  that  the  Commission  could  address  topics  such  as  solid  waste  (e.g. 
recycling  in  parks)  and  the  Presidio  (e.g.  transportation). 

e)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Commission  could  address  issues  such  as  lead  and 
paint  or  treated  wood  in  playgrounds. 


1 1 )  President's  Announcements 


a)  President  Hayes  announced  that  Sraddha  Mehta  has  resigned  as  Commission  Secretary. 

12)  Public  Comments  -  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 

13)  Public  Comments  on  All  Matters  Related  to  the  Closed  Session  -  There  were  no  public  comments  on 
this  item. 

14)  Closed  Session  -  Public  Employee  Hiring:  Director  Department  of  the  Environment 

a)  The  Closed  Session  was  called  to  order  at  7:10  p.m. 

b)  Commissioner  Evans,  Commissioner  Bingham,  Commissioner  Rodriguez,  Commissioner  Hayes, 
Deputy  Director  Assmann,  Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler,  and  Commission  Secretary  Mehta  were 
present  during  the  closed  session. 

c)  The  Closed  Session  was  adjourned  at  7:50  p.m. 

1 5)  Reconvene  Open  Session  -  Vote  to  Elect  Whether  to  Disclose  Any  or  All  of  the  Discussion  Held  in 
Closed  Session 

a)  The  Commissioners  who  were  present  in  the  closed  session  unanimously  voted  to  disclose  that 
they  decided  to  submit  two  candidates  names  to  the  Mayor  for  the  position  of  Director  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment. 


The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:55  p.m. 
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Resolution  No.  008-01-COE 


July  16,  2001 


[Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area] 

ENDORSING  THE  DRAFT  COMPACT  FOR  A  SUSTAINABLE  BAY  AREA. 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  economy,  environmental  resources,  cultural  amenities, 
educational  institutions  and  the  diversity  of  the  population  make  it  a  unique  and  special  place;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  entire  Bay  Area  is  undergoing  rapid  changes  and  facing  serious  challenges;  and 

WHEREAS,  traffic  congestion,  long  commutes  and  overburdened  transit  systems,  the  lack  of  sufficient  housing  and 
skyrocketing  housing  costs,  loss  of  open  space,  declining  neighborhoods,  air  and  water  pollution  and  the 
increasingly  inequitable  distribution  of  the  benefits  of  our  thriving  economy  are  interrelated  problems  that  require 
integrated  solutions;  and 

WHEREAS,  sustaining  the  region's  environment  and  economy  in  a  way  that  ensures  equity  for  all  residents, 
requires  innovative  thinking  and  a  vision  of  the  future  that  integrates  the  "Three  Es  of  Sustainable  Development": 
prosperous  economy,  quality  environment  and  social  equity:  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bay  Area  Alliance  for  Sustainable  Development  is  a  multi-stakeholder  coalition  established  in 
1997  to  develop  and  implement  the  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area,  a  sustainability  action  plan  for  the 
Bay  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bay  Area  Alliance  for  Sustainable  Development  defines  sustainable  development  as  the  ability 
"...to  meet  the  needs  of  the  present  without  compromising  the  ability  of  future  generations  to  meet  their  own  needs;" 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  goal  of  the  Draft  Compact  for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area  is  to  reach  consensus  among  a  critical  mass 
of  stakeholder  organizations  and  civic  leaders  regarding  a  new  shared  vision  rooted  in  common  values  about  how 
the  Bay  Area  can  be  a  more  sustainable  region;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  join  the  overall  goal  of  stakeholder  organizations  and  civic  leaders  regarding  a  new 
shared  local  vision  rooted  in  common  values  about  how  the  region  can  be  more  sustainable,  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  strongly  endorse  regional  planning  and  the  spirit  of  the  Draft  Compact 
for  a  Sustainable  Bay  Area  and  encourage  the  process  by  both  the  public  and  private  sectors  at  the  local,  regional, 
state  and  national  levels. 


I  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  regular  meeting  on 
July  16,  2001. 
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Sraddha  Mehta 
Commission  Secretary 


VOTE: 


Ayes:  Commissioners  Hayes,  Shah,  Rodriguez,  and  Evans. 
Noes:  None. 

Absent:  Commissioners  Werbe,  Bradford-Bell,  and  Bingham. 
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1  DR.  CARLTON  B.  GOODLETT  PLACE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 


ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 
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Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  Civic  Center,  four  blocks  from 
City  Hall.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #5  Fulton/McAllister,  #19  Polk,  #21  Hayes,  #42 
Downtown  Loop,  #47  Van  Ness,  #49  Van  Ness/Mission,  #71  Haight/Noriega,  the  F-line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness,  and 
the  MUNI  Metro  stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  Civic  Center.  The  closest  BART  station  serving  City  Hall  at  1 
Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  (formerly  Polk  Street)  is  the  Civic  Center  station.  The  closest  MUNI  Metro  stations  are 
at  Van  Ness  &  Market  and  Civic  Center.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  underneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  adjacent  to  Davies 
Symphony  Hall  and  the  Veterans  War  Memorial  complex.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of  minutes,  sound- 
enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are  available 
by  calling  554-6390. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin, 
gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business. 
This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people's  review. 


FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT 
A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna 
Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
August  20,  2001,  6:00  p.m.  Room  400,  City  Hall 


1. 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  July  16,  2001  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  July  16,  2001  Regular  Meeting)* 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

3. 

Introduction  of  New  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment 

INFORMATION 

A 
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•  Presentation  by  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment 

•  Presentation  by  Michael  DiBartolomeis,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard 
Assessment  (Invited) 

•  Presentation  by  Susan  Kegley,  Pesticide  Action  Network 

•  Presentation  by  Dr.  Robert  Gould,  Physicians  for  Social  Responsibility 
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5. 

Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  009-01-COE  Labeling  of  Inerts  in 
Pesticide  Products  (Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  009-01-COE  Labeling  of  Inerts 
in  Pesticide  Products)* 

ACTION 

6. 

Should  San  Francisco  Adopt  the  Kyoto  Treaty? 

•  Presentation  by  Danny  Kennedy,  Greenpeace 

•  Presentation  by  Maria  Sanders,  International  Communities  for  Local  Environmental 
Initiatives 

•  Presentation  by  Danielle  Dowers,  Hetchy  Hetchy  Water  and  Power 

•  Presentation  by  Phil  Radford,  Power  Shift 

PRESENTATIONS 

7. 

Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  010-01-COE  Reducing  Greenhouse  Gas 
Emissions  (Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  010-01-COE  Reducing  Greenhouse  Gas 
Emissions)* 

ACTION 

8. 

Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .  Letter  from  Kristin  Power  of  Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America  requesting  that  the 
Commission  reject  a  Precautionary  Principle  resolution  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter 
from  Kristin  Power,  Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America)* 

2.  Letter  from  John  Martin,  San  Francisco  Airport  Director ,  regarding  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  John  Martin,  San  Francisco  Airport)* 

3.  Letter  from  Kelly  Campbell  of  Californians  for  Pesticide  Reform  in  support  of  the 
Precautionary  Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  Kelly  Campbell,  Californians  for 
Pesticide  Reform)* 

INFORMATION 

9. 

Deputy  Director's  Report 

David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Deputy  Director's  Report)* 

INFORMATION 

10. 

Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  August  Planning  and  Policy  Meeting  is  cancelled.  The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting 
will  be  on  September  27  at  6:00  p  m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

INFORMATION 

11. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  September  12  at  4:30  p.m.  at 
1 1  Grove  Street. 

INFORMATION 

12. 

New  Business 

INFORMATION 

1 1 

1  J. 

President's  Announcements 
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14. 

Public  Comments 
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Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


.  Resolution  No.  009-01 -COE 
Labeling  of  Inerts  in  Pesticide  Products 
August  20,  2001 

Resolution  No.  009-01-COE  August  20,  2001 

[Labeling  of  Inerts  in  Pesticide  Products] 

URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  OF  THE  CITY  AND 
COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  URGE  THE  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY  (US  EPA)  TO  REQUIRE  THAT  MANUFACTURERS  AND 
REGISTRANTS  OF  PESTICIDE  PRODUCTS  FULLY  DISCLOSE  ALL  INERT 
INGREDIENTS  ON  PESTICIDE  PRODUCT  LABELS. 

WHEREAS,  in  1996,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  Ordinance  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and 
reduce  the  negative  impact  of  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment1;  and, 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco's  EPM  Ordinance  requires  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
maintain  a  list  of  reduced-risk  pesticides  which  are  exempt  from  the  IPM  Ordinance2;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  ingredients  of  a  pesticide  product  must  be  carefully  examined  in  order  to 
determine  whether  the  product  is  a  reduced-risk  pesticide;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  manufacturers  of 
pesticide  products  to  label  active  ingredients  in  the  products  and  does  not  require  the  labeling  of 
inert  ingredients3;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  states  that  an  inert  ingredient  is  "any  ingredient  in  the  product  that  is 
not  intended  to  affect  a  target  pest"4;  and 

WHEREAS,  pesticide  products  can  contain  up  to  99.9%  inert  ingredients;  and 

WHEREAS,  most  of  the  chemicals  used  as  inert  ingredients  are  labeled  by  EPA  as  having 
"unknown  toxicity"  because  they  have  not  yet  been  evaluated  by  EPA  for  toxicity  to  humans  or 
the  environment5;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  inert  ingredients  in  pesticide  products  may  have  the  potential  to  affect  human 
health  and  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  herbicide  Scythe  contains  an  inert  ingredient,  ethylene  oxide6,  that  is  a  known 
carcinogen,  while  its  active  ingredient,  pelargonic  acid,  is  fairly  benign;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  surfactant  POEA,  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  used  in  the  herbicide,  RoundUp, 
is  more  acutely  toxic  than  the  active  ingredient,  glyphosate7;  and 


1  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program 

2  San  Francisco  Acuriinistrative  Code,  Chapter  39.8  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program 

3  www.epa.gov/opprd001/inerts/ 

4  www.epa.gov/opprd001/inerts/ 

5  www.epa. gov/opprdOO  1  /inerts/lists . html 

6  Letter  from  Dow  AgroSciences,  May  26,  2000. 

7  Sawada,  Y.,  Y.  Nagai,  M.  Ueyama,  and  I.  Yamamoto.  Lancet,  1(8580):299.  1988 
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WHEREAS,  coal  tar  is  classified  as  a  known  human  carcinogen  by  the  International  Agency  for 
Research  on  Cancer8  and  is  registered  by  the  EPA  as  an  active  ingredient  in  restricted  use 
pesticides9,  yet  when  coal  tar  is  included  in  a  product  as  an  inert  ingredient  there  is  no 
requirement  to  include  it  on  the  product  label;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  inert  ingredients  xylene10  and  toluene11  are  considered  toxic  to  the  fetus  and 
nervous  system  respectively  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  lack  of  labeling  of  inert  ingredients  on  pesticide  products  could  result  in 
delayed  or  improper  treatment  of  patients  suffering  from  pesticide  exposure  ;  and 

WHEREAS,  requiring  manufacturers  to  list  hazardous  ingredients  on  product  labels  has  resulted 
in  the  reformulation  of  products,  eliminating  the  use  of  these  toxic  ingredients13;  now,  therefore 
be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  write  a  letter  to  the  Administrator  of  the 
US  EPA  urging  the  US  EPA  to  require  manufacturers  and  registrants  of  pesticide  products  to 
fully  disclose  all  inert  ingredients  on  pesticide  product  labels. 


8  International  Agency  for  Research  on  Cancer.  1997.  IARC  Monographs,  vols  1-69.  Lyon,  France. 

9  www.epa.gov/RestProd/rupjul01.  htm 

10  U.S.  Dept.  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Public  Health  Service.  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry.  1995.  Toxicological  profile  for  xylene  (Update).  Atlanta,  Georgia. 

11  U.S.  Dept.  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Public  Health  Service.  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry.  1994.  Toxicological  profile  for  toluene  (Update).  Atlanta,  Georgia. 

12  Affidavit  of  Dr.  Grace  Ziem,  January  20,  1998. 

13  52  FR  13305;  April  22,  1897  and  US  EPA  Status  Report  to  the  Pesticide  Program  Dialogue  Committee,  1999. 


Commission  on  the  Environment  -  2  - 


Resolution  No.  010-01-COE 
Reducing  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 
August  20,  2001 


Resolution  No.  0 1 0-0 1  -COE  August  20,  200 1 

[Reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions] 

URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  TO  SUPPORT  EFFORTS  TO  CURB 
GLOBAL  WARMING,  ADOPT  GREENHOUSE  GAS  EMISSIONS  REDUCTIONS  GOALS  FOR  THE 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  IN  EXCESS  OF  THE  TARGETED  GOALS  OF  THE 
KYOTO  PROTOCOL,  AND  CALL  FOR  CONTINUED  ACTIONS  TOWARDS  ACHIEVING  THESE 
GOALS. 


WHEREAS,  the  world's  leading  climate  scientists  have  documented  a  clear  global  wanning  trend  and  the 
unmistakable  impact  of  human  activities  on  that  trend;1  and 

WHEREAS,  global  warming  of  the  magnitude  now  predicted  by  the  scientific  community  will  cause 
extremely  costly  disruption  of  human  and  natural  systems  throughout  the  world;2  and 

WHEREAS,  climate  change  is  the  most  critical  threat  to  the  sustainability  of  our  planet  and  the  health  of 
millions  of  people  is  at  risk  from  smog,  rising  heat,  increased  disease,  more  frequent  extreme  weather 
events  and  rising  sea  levels;3  and 

WHEREAS,  over  the  next  50-100  years,  sea  levels  around  the  world  are  projected  to  rise  one  meter;4  and 

WHEREAS:  The  impact  of  flooding  on  San  Francisco  could  be  devastating  -  a  one-meter  rise  in  San 
Francisco  Bay  would  flood  Airports  in  San  Francisco  and  Oakland;  Treasure  Island;  Mission  Bay 
Development;  the  Giants  new  ballpark;  parts  of  Interstate  80  and  Highway  101;  railroad  tracks;  sewage 
treatment  plants;  marinas;  and  harbors. 

WHEREAS,  the  International  Panel  on  Climate  Change  has  deteirnined  that  stabilizing  concentrations  of 
greenhouse  gases  in  the  atmosphere  will  require  emission  reductions  in  excess  of  60%  of  current  emissions, 
and  the  Kyoto  Protocol  is  a  modest  first  step  in  the  direction  of  those  reductions; 

WHEREAS,  achieving  greenhouse  gas  emission  reductions  required  to  protect  the  climate  is  of  overriding 
importance  not  just  to  the  community  of  nations  but  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  which  relies 
heavily  on  the  stability  of  the  climate  for  our  water  and  power  supplies;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  federal  government  has  demonstrated  an  alarming  unwillingness  to  play  a  leadership  role 
in  climate  protection;  and 

WHEREAS,  local  actions  can  help  to  pave  the  way  for  national  leadership,  by  providing  working  models 
of  greenhouse  gas  reduction  initiatives  that  reinforce  other  high-priority  policy  objectives;  and 

WHEREAS,  over  370  cities  across  the  United  States  and  around  the  world  are  inventorying  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  and  adopting  reduction  targets  as  part  of  the  International  Council  for  Local  Environmental 
Initiatives'  Cities  for  Climate  Protection  program;6  and 


1  Third  Assessment  Report  "Climate  Change  2001, "2001,  IPCC 

2  The  Regional  Impacts  of  Climate  Change  —  An  Assessment  of  Vulnerability,  1998,  IPCC 

3  Climate  Change  information  Kit,  United  Nations  Development  Program 

4  "The  Regional  Impacts  of  Climate  Change:  An  Assessment  of  Vulnerability"  1997,  IPCC 

5  "The  Science  and  Politics  of  Global  Climate  Change"  by  Gleick,  P.H.,  1993  Pacific  Institute  for  Studies  in 
Development,  Environment,  and  Security.  Oakland,  CA 

6  ICLEI:  http://www.iclei.Org/ccp-au/ccpfolder/ccp.htm#whatis 
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WHEREAS,  16  cities  from  around  the  world  have  agreed  in  the  Toronto  Declaration  to  send  a 
communique7  to  the  Conference  of  the  Parties  meeting  in  Morocco  in  November  200 1  declaring  their 
intention  to  achieve  much  higher  levels  of  greenhouse  gas  reduction  than  those  called  for  in  the  Kyoto 
Protocol;  and 

WHEREAS,  many  of  the  critical  components  of  a  local  action  plan  for  climate  protection  are  already  in 
place  or  under  development  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  including  the  Green  Building 
Program,  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance,  the  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing  Program,  the 
Clean  Air  Program,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  the  Sustainability  Plan,  and  others;  and 

WHEREAS,  greenhouse  gas  reduction  activities  contribute  substantially  to  the  achievement  of  many  of  the 
City's  highest  priority  goals,  including  but  not  limited  to:  energy  security  and  cost  reduction;  affordable 
housing;  mobility  and,  transportation  choices;  solid  waste  reduction  and  recycling;  reliable,  affordable 
water  supply;  urban  and  rural  forest  protection;  sustainable  economic  development;  and  clean  air;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  existing  energy,  solid  waste,  and  transportation  and 
air  quality  initiatives  -  all  designed  and  implemented  to  meet  established  City  priorities  -  are  expected  to 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  more  than  the  reductions  called  for  in  the  Kyoto  Protocol  while 
delivering  tangible  local  economic  and  environmental  benefits; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  establish  and  achieve  the  long-range  goal 
of  reducing  San  Francisco's  greenhouse  gas  emissions;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  direct  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Department 
of  the  Environment,  and  other  appropriate  City  agencies  to  complete  and  coordinate  the  analysis  and 
planning  of  a  local  action  plan  targeting  greenhouse  gas  emission  reduction  activities,  so  that: 

a.  By  January  1,  2002,  these  agencies  will  complete  and  deliver  an  inventory  of  1990  and  2000  greenhouse 
gas  emissions,  including  as  a  first  step,  defining  the  scope  of  activities  and  geographic  boundaries  to  be 
included  in  the  inventory.  The  completed  inventory  should  include: 

i.  an  accounting  of  greenhouse  gas  reductions  associated  with  City  activities  to  date,  particularly  those 
undertaken  since  1990; 

ii.  an  accounting  of  greenhouse  gas  reductions  undertaken  since  1990  within  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  but  not  associated  with  City  operations; 

iii.  A  projection  of  future  emissions  through  at  least  the  year  2010. 

b.  By  June  1,  2002,  these  agencies  will  present  to  the  City  Council  a  proposed  plan  for  the  City's  role  in 
achieving  greenhouse  gas  emission  reduction  targets  ranging  from  7%  below  1990  levels  (the  Kyoto  target) 
to  40%  below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2010.  The  plan  should  include  but  not  be  limited  to: 

i.  an  assessment  of  the  most  promising  alternatives  for  greenhouse  gas  reductions,  the  approximate  costs 
and  benefits  of  those  alternatives,  and  the  estimated  time  and  resources  required  to  implement  them; 

ii.  recommended  combinations  of  measures  to  meet  a  range  of  potential  emission  reduction  targets  from 
7%  to  40%  below  1990  levels  by  2010; 

iii.  an  assessment  of  which  of  those  alternatives  require  actions  that  lie  outside  the  City's  control  and  what 
the  City  can  do  to  influence  those  responsible  for  such  actions; 


7  City  of  Toronto  press  release,  June  28,  2001  (http://www.jacklayton.com/latest/default.asp?aID=101) 
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iv.  an  assessment  of  the  time  and  resources  required  for  continuing  coordination  of  the  plan  and  to  assure 
its  successful  implementation. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  actively  support  international  efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  and  to  call  upon  national  leaders  to  support  a  strong,  enforceable  international  greenhouse  gas 
reduction  treaty  with  targets  and  timetables  at  least  as  aggressive  as  those  in  the  Kyoto  Protocol;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  join  the  cities  that  have  signed  the  Toronto  Declaration  in  calling  for 
strong  national  leadership  and  pledging  to  promote  cooperation  toward  the  ultimate  goal  of  stabilizing 
greenhouse  gas  concentrations  in  the  atmosphere;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  continue  to  achieve  steady  progress  in  reducing  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  throughout  the  period  covered  by  the  Kyoto  Protocol  and  beyond. 


July  26,  2001 


Rebecca  Evans 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 


Dear  Ms .   Evans : 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America  to  express 
our  position  on  the  draft  "Precautionary  Principle"  resolution  before  the 
San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  Planning  and  Policy 
Subcommittee.     This  resolution,   which  recommends  that  San  Francisco  adopt 
the  Precautionary  Principle  as  a  guide  for  all  public  and  private  sector 
policies,   decisions  and  activities,   is  misguided  and  should  not  be  adopted. 

The  Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America  is  the  world's  largest  association  of 
food,   beverage  and  consumer  product  companies.     With  U.S.   sales  of  more  than 
$450  billion,   GMA  members  employ  more  than  2.5  million  workers  in  all  50 
states,   including  over  70,000  employees  at  300  facilities  in  California. 
Led  by  a  board  of  44  Chief  Executive  Officers,   GMA  speaks  for  food  and 
consumer  product  manufacturers  at  the  state,   federal  and  international 
levels  on  legislative  and  regulatory  issues. 

The  draft  "Precautionary  Principle"  resolution  requires  that  San  Francisco 
adopt  the  Precautionary  Principle  as  a  guide  for  all  public  and  private 
sector  policies,  decisions,  and  activities,   so  that  when  credible  evidence 
indicates  a  threat  of  serious,   irreversible,   or  cumulative  harm  to  human 
health  or  the  environment,   even  where  accepted  standards  for  scientific 
certainty  in  public  policy  have  not  been  met,  precautionary,  preventive 
measures  shall  be  taken,   including  assessing  and  applying  feasible 
alternatives . 

Precaution  is  an  essential  element  of  the  U.S  regulatory  system  and  the 
United  States  has  supported  the  appropriate  use  of  precaution  in  a  number  of 
international  agreements,   including  Principle  15  of  the  1992  Rio  Declaration 
on  Environment  and  Development,  as  referenced  in  the  resolution.  However, 
as  noted  in  the  text  of  the  U.S.  statement  on  the  Fifth  Session  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Negotiating  Committee  for  a  Treaty  on  Persistent  Organic 
Pollutants,   "...  precaution  must  be  exercised  as  part  of  a  science-based 
approach  to  regulation,  and  not  as  a  substitute  for  such  an  approach." 

Since  the  early  20th  century,  the  United  States  has  taken  a  precautionary 
approach  to  environmental  and  health  regulations.  Furthermore,  the  current 
U.S.  system  strikes  a  rational  balance  that  recognizes  the  fundamental 
importance  of  scientific  evidence.   In  fact,   the  precautionary  approach 
employed  by  U.S.  regulatory  agencies  -  i.e.  the  U.S.  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  -  provides  for  a  swift  response  whenever  a  safety 
assessment  yields  reasonable  evidence  of  the  potential  for  serious  or 
irreversible  harm  to  health  or  the  environment  because  of  a  particular 
product  or  activity,  whether  or  not  actual  proof  of  harm  has  been 
established. 

Under  this  proposed  resolution,  San  Francisco  is  required  to  adopt  an 
undefined  "Precautionary  Principle"  as  a  guide  and  must  evaluate  whether 
credible  evidence  indicates  a  threat  to  human  health  and  the  environment. 

We  believe  that  if  a  radical  interpretation  of  the  precautionary  principle 
were  to  prevail,  many  products  and  technologies  whose  benefits  San 
Francisco's  residents  rely  on  every  day  could  potentially  be  banned. 
Unfortunately,   the  "precautionary  principle"  could  be  used  as  a  rationale  to 
outlaw  many  of  modern  life's  most  beneficial  products  and  technologies  based 


on  undefined  "credible  evidence".     What's  more,   the  development  of  new 
products  and  technologies  that  could  benefit  human  health  and  the 
environment  would  be  jeopardized. 

However  well  intentioned,   a  radical  notion  of  precaution  that  disregards 
science-based  safety  assessment  would  deliver  a  devastating  blow  to  economic 
growth,  product  innovation  and  society  at  large.  To  avoid  this  outcome,  I 
encourage  the  Commission  to  reject  the  adoption  of  the  so-called 
"precautionary  principle"  resolution  and  rely,   instead,   on  proven  methods  of 
safety  assessment. 

For  these  reasons,   I  respectfully  request  that  you  vote  against  adoption  of 
the  draft  "Precautionary  Principle"  resolution. 


Sincerely, 


Kristin  Power 
Director,  State  Affairs 
Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America 
915  L  Street,   Suite  1110 
Sacramento,   CA  95814 
(916)  447-9425 
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July  24, 2001 

The  Honorable  Randall  Hayes 
President 

Commission  of  the  Environment 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Commissioner  Hayes: 

I  am  writing  to  the  Commission  of  the  Environment  regarding  the  impact  that  the 
"Precautionary  Principle"  may  have  on  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
("Airport").  From  an  Airport  perspective,  adoption  of  a  "Precautionary  Principle" 
resolution  that  includes  language  requiring  a  determination  of  100%  safety  of  a 
material  before  usage  could  have  unintended  consequences  and  make 
implementation  extremely  difficult 

Let  me  assure  you  that  the  Airport  has  a  strong  commitment  and  an  exemplary 
record  for  safety  and  environmental  responsibility.  The  Airport  utilizes  an  approach 
based  on  the  principle  of  selecting  products  and  technologies  that  are  either 
harmless  or  present  minimal  hazards  to  humans  and  the  environment.  For  products 
and  technologies  with  potential  hazards,  engineering  controls  are  always  our  first 
response  action  to  eliminate  or  mitigate  all  exposures  to  the  hazard.  Administrative 
controls  are  used  in  limiting  the  time  of  exposure  to  any  hazard.  Training  and 
establishing  safe  work  practices  are  also  consistently  and  proactively  employed.  In 
addition,  personal  protective  equipment  is  used  when  a  hazard  cannot  be  mitigated, 
such  as  the  required  usage  of  hearing  protection  on  the  airfield. 


I  would  appreciate  follow-up  with  my  Department  on  changes  in  the  proposed 
resolution  prior  to  adoption.  Materials  such  as  communications  equipment,  asphalt 
and  jet  fuel  are  critical  to  the  operations  of  the  Airport  and  all  fall  under  the  current 
language  of  the  resolution,  as  they  carry  some  level  of  risk. 
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Again,  I  would  like  to  stress  the  Airport's  continued  commitment  to  personal  safety 
and  environmental  responsibility  and  thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter.  I 
would  be  happy  to  provide  you  with  any  additional  information  on  this  topic. 

Very  truly  yours, 


cc:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
Department  of  the  Environment 


CPR 

Californians  for  Pesticide  Reform 

49  Powell  Street,  Suite  530,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
1-883-CPR-4880/4 15-98 1-3939  Fax:  415-981-2727 
Email:  pes tsd* igc.org  Website:  www.igc.org/cpr 


7/20/01 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  Commissioners: 

I  an  writing  to  express  the  support  of  Californians  for  Pesticide  Reform  (CPR)  for  the 
proposed  resolution  instituting  the  precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision- 
making. CPR  is  a  coalition  of  157  organizations  throughout  California  working  to 
protect  human  health  and  the  environment  from  dangerous  pesticides.  Through  educating 
the  public  about  viable  alternatives  to  toxic  pesticides  we  strive  to  implement  the  least 
toxic  pest  management  programs  in  California  schools,  homes,  and  wherever  else  pest 
management  is  practiced  in  order  to  provide  for  a  safer,  healthier  future.  On  the  policy 
level  we  work  to  get  the  precautionary  principle  embedded  in  pesticide  policy  throughout 
the  state. 

The  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  the  health  of  the  people  of  San 
Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  establishing 
Integrated  Pest  Management  ('TPM")  programs.  These  programs,  which  now  apply  to  all 
city  and  county  owned  property  and  to  San  Francisco  public  schools,  have  proven  that 
precautionary  action  is  not  only  possible  on  a  broad  scale,  it  is  imperative.  The  IPM 
programs  exemplify  the  precautionary  principle  by  shifting  the  paradigm  of  thinking 
about  pest  control:  from  automatically  spraying  dangerous  chemicals,  to  thinking  first 
about  whether  non-toxic  alternatives  might  be  available  and  effective.  Even  this  change 
in  thought  process  has  brought  about  tremendous  reductions  in  the  use  of  dangerous 
chemicals  sprayed  in  San  Francisco  every  year. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  to  seriously 
affect  our  health  were  made  with  such  considerations.  CPR  strongly  encourages  the 
Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly  Ca&pbell 
Campaign  Coordinator 
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MINUTES 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

MONDAY,  AUGUST  20,  2001  REGULAR  MEETING 

1 )  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:04  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Shah,  Rodriguez,  Bingham,  Bradford-Bell,  Werbe,  and 
Hayes. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  July  1 6,  2001  Regular  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)  The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Werbe. 

3)  Introduction  of  New  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  -  INFORMATION 

a)  President  Hayes  welcomed  Jared  Blumenfeld  as  the  new  Executive  Director  of  the  Department  of 
the  Environment.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  stated  that  his  first  official  day  as  Executive  Director  would  be 
September  4,  2001. 

4)  Inert  Ingredients  in  Pesticide  Products  -  PRESENTATIONS 

a)  Debbie  Raphael,  IPM  Coordinator  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  stated  that  inerts  are 
defined  as  ingredients  in  pesticide  products  that  are  not  intended  to  affect  the  target  pest.  She 
stated  that  the  US  EPA  does  not  require  the  labeling  of  inert  ingredients  in  pesticide  products. 
Ms.  Raphael  expressed  her  concern  that  inert  ingredients  have  the  potential  to  affect  human 
health  and  the  environment. 

b)  Michael  DiBartolomeis  of  Cal  EPA's  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment 
presented  about  the  lack  of  labeling  of  inert  ingredients  in  pesticide  products.  He  stated  that  the 
Federal  Insecticide,  Fugicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  (FIFRA)  only  requires  that  the  percentage  of 
inerts  in  a  product  be  labeled  rather  than  the  individual  inert  ingredients.  Mr.  DiBartolomeis 
stated  that  manufacturers  of  pesticide  products  state  that  the  listing  of  inert  ingredients  is 
"confidential  business  information  (CBI)".  Manufacturers  have  expressed  concern  that  they  would 
lose  their  competitive  edge  if  required  to  list  inert  ingredients. 

c)  Susan  Kegley  stated  that  she  supports  the  Commission's  resolution.  She  expressed  her  view 
that  the  classification  of  ingredients  as  "inerts"  makes  it  seem  like  they  don't  do  anything,  but 
many  are  quite  toxic.  Ms.  Kegley  presented  a  list  of  several  inert  ingredients  with  their  EPA 
toxicity  rankings  to  the  Commission.  According  to  US  EPA,  some  of  the  chemicals  are  "probable" 
and  "possible"  carcinogens  and  some  are  "highly  acutely  toxic". 

d)  Dr.  Robert  Gould  stated  that  he  strongly  supports  the  Commission's  resolution.  Dr.  Gould  stated 
that  over  2,500  substances  that  are  added  to  pesticides  are  not  named  on  product  labels.  He 
added  that  over  25%  of  chemicals  used  as  "inerts"  have  been  identified  as  hazardous.  Dr.  Gould 
stated  that  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  recommends  that  manufacturers  list  all 
chemicals  in  a  pesticide  product  on  the  product  label,  including  inerts.  He  also  stated  that 
information  regarding  a  patient's  exposure  to  a  mixture  of  chemicals  should  be  readily  available 
for  physicians  since  they  don't  have  time  to  look  for  it.  Dr.  Gould  expressed  his  view  that  the 
labeling  of  inerts  is  a  "Right  to  Know"  issue. 


i)  Commissioner  Werbe  asked  Ms.  Kegley  why  some  chemicals  are  listed  as  "possible" 
carcinogens,  while  some  are  listed  as  "probable"  carcinogens.  Ms.  Kegley  responded  that 
the  evidence  isn't  as  strong  for  the  "possible"  carcinogens,  but  that  there  is  still  some 
evidence  that  they  could  be  carcinogens. 

ii)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  Prop  65  covers  any  of  the  inerts  in  pesticide  products.  Mr. 
DiBartolomeis  stated  that  it  is  difficult  to  determine  which  inert  ingredients  are  in  pesticide 
products  because  it  is  "confidential  business  information".  Commissioner  Evans  requested 
that  the  Commission  add  statements  about  "Right  to  Know"  and  the  synergy  of  various 
chemicals  to  the  resolution. 

5)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  009-01 -COE  Labeling  of  Inerts  in  Pesticide  Products  - 
ACTION 

a)  Several  amendments  were  introduced  to  the  resolution.  Commissioner  Hayes  recommended  that 
copies  of  the  letter  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  the  US  EPA  be  sent  to  the  U.S.  Surgeon 
General,  as  well  as  California's  U.S.  Senators  and  U.S.  Representatives  elected  from  San 
Francisco.  Commissioner  Evans  recommended  that  the  Commission  add  statements  about 
"Right  to  Know"  and  the  synergy  of  various  chemicals  to  the  resolution. 

b)  The  amended  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Evans. 

c)  Comments 

i)    Kelly  Campbell  of  Californians  for  Pesticide  Reform  stated  that  she  supports  the 

Commission's  resolution.  She  expressed  her  view  that  the  public  is  left  in  the  dark  about  vital 
information  such  as  the  contents  of  pesticide  products. 

6)  Should  San  Francisco  adopt  the  Kyoto  Treaty?  -  PRESENTATIONS 

a)  Danny  Kennedy  of  Greenpeace  requested  that  San  Francisco  go  beyond  Kyoto  in  terms  of 
reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  He  expressed  his  view  that  the  goal  of  50%  renewables  by 
the  year  2020  is  appropriate.  He  also  stated  that  all  cities  should  move  toward  cleaner  energy 
such  as  solar.  He  stated  that  the  two  solar  ballot  initiatives  in  San  Francisco  in  November  are  an 
important  first  step. 

b)  Maria  Sanders  of  International  Council  for  Local  Environmental  Initiatives  presented  about  what 
various  cities  in  the  U.S.  and  beyond  have  accomplished  in  terms  of  climate  protection.  She 
stated  that  approximately  110  cities  are  participating  in  the  Cities  for  Climate  Protection  (CCP) 
campaign.  Approximately  30  of  those  cities  have  adopted  reduction  targets.  Ms.  Sanders  also 
gave  examples  of  cities  that  have  actually  achieved  their  greenhouse  reduction  targets. 

c)  Danielle  Dowers  of  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  stated  that  she  has  been  working  on  San 
Francisco's  Climate  Protection  Plan.  Ms.  Dowers  stated  that  San  Francisco's  "Local  Action  Plan" 
to  reduce  San  Francisco's  greenhouse  gas  emissions  includes  transportation,  solid  waste,  and 
energy  as  areas  for  potential  reduction. 

d)  Phil  Radford  of  Power  Shift  stated  that  the  way  in  which  San  Francisco  would  implement  Kyoto  is 
just  as  important  as  the  act  of  implementing  it.  Mr.  Radford  stressed  the  importance  of  solar 
power  as  a  means  to  implement  Kyoto.  He  also  recommended  that  San  Francisco  implement  it 
slowly  by  increasing  the  number  of  megawatts  each  year.  He  stated  that  this  would  drive  the  cost 
down  and  push  markets. 

7)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  01 0-01 -COE  Reducing  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  - 
ACTION 

a)  Several  amendments  to  the  resolution  were  introduced.  Commissioner  Hayes  introduced  an 
amendment  to  set  San  Francisco's  greenhouse  gas  emission  reduction  target  at  40%  below  1 990 
levels.  The  proposed  amended  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by 
Commissioner  Werbe. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  "greenhouse  gas"  refers  to  only  C02  in  the  resolution.  Maria 
Sanders  responded  that  there  are  about  6  greenhouse  gases,  but  C02  and  methane  are 
generally  the  key  greenhouse  gases  that  are  considered.  Ms.  Sanders  added  that  methane 
is  often  converted  into  C02  equivalents. 

ii)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  the  Commission  if  the  resolution  would  be  strong  enough. 
She  added  that  people  often  say  that  Kyoto  is  not  strong  enough.  Danny  Kennedy 


responded  that  the  Commission  should  shoot  high. 

iii)  Dr.  Robert  Gould  stated  that  he  supports  the  Kyoto  Accord,  but  realizes  that  it  is  insufficient  in 
protecting  human  health  and  the  environment.  He  added  that  the  Physicians  for  Social 
Responsibility  are  quite  concerned  about  global  warming. 

iv)  Dr.  Key  Magnis,  a  physician  in  San  Francisco,  stated  that  he  supports  the  Commission's 
resolution.  He  expressed  his  view  that  priority  has  to  be  given  to  the  reduction  of  emissions 
from  non-renewable  energy. 

8)  Communications  &  Correspondence 

a)  Commission  Secretary  Mehta  stated  that  the  Department  received  three  letters  regarding  the 
Precautionary  Principle.  Letters  from  Grocery  Manufacturers  of  America  and  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  expressed  concern  about  any  proposed  resolution  on  the  Precautionary  Principle.  A  letter 
from  Califomians  for  Pesticide  Reform  expressed  support  of  the  Precautionary  Principle. 
Commission  Secretary  Mehta  stated  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  currently  does  not 
have  a  draft  resolution  on  the  Precautionary  Principle. 

9)  Deputy  Director's  Report 

a)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  the  Deputy  Director's  Report.  Copies  of  the  Deputy 
Director's  Report  for  Commission  meetings  are  available  at  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment's  office, 
located  at  1 1  Grove  St.  during  regular  business  hours. 

b)  Comments 

i)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  for  a  copy  of  the  Ocean  Beach  studies  that  have  been 
completed. 

ii)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  commended  Deputy  Director  Assmann  for  taking  on  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Executive  Director  prior  to  the  hiring  of  Executive  Director  Blumenfeld. 

10)  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)  Commissioner  Evans  stated  that  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  discussed  the  Precautionary 
Principle  in  July.  She  stated  that  the  Committee  would  need  additional  information  prior  to 
considering  a  resolution  on  the  subject.  The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  is  tentatively 
scheduled  for  September  27  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City  Hall. 

11)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  September  12  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1 
Grove  Street. 

12)  New  Business 

a)  Commissioner  Shah  recommended  that  the  Commission  consider  holding  a  hearing  around 
toxics  in  the  Bay  in  October.  He  also  mentioned  that  there  is  a  landfill  proposal  on  the  ballot  that 
the  Commission  might  want  to  discuss.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler  stated,  however,  that 
Commissioners  cannot  make  statements  on  ballot  measures. 

b)  Commissioner  Evans  expressed  interest  in  discussing  health  issues  such  as  the  consumption  of 
fish  in  the  Bay.  She  also  expressed  interest  in  hearing  about  progress  on  the  diesel  ferry  issue. 

c)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  expressed  interest  in  hearing  about  San  Francisco's  power  plants  in 
October.  She  also  stated  that  she  would  like  to  hear  about  San  Francisco's  energy  plan  from  Cal 
Broomhead. 

d)  President  Hayes  stated  that  he  would  like  to  hear  a  10-minute  presentation  on  San  Francisco's 
energy  plan  for  achieving  self-sufficiency  in  terms  of  clean  energy  production  and  use. 

e)  Commissioner  Evans  stated  that  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  is  holding  a 
hearing  on  goals  for  reducing  emissions  on  Monday,  August  27  . 

f)  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  Commissioners  are  welcome  to  comment  on  the  Presidio 
Trust  Plan. 


13)  President's  Announcements 

a)  President  Hayes  announced  that  he  visited  former  Executive  Director  Vietor  and  that  she  sends 
her  regards  to  the  Department  and  Commission. 


14)  Public  Comments  -  There  were  no  public  comments  at  this  time. 
The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:37  p.m. 
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Resolution  No.  009-01-COE  August  20,  2001 

[Labeling  of  Inerts  in  Pesticide  Products] 

URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  OF  THE  CITY  AND 
COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  URGE  THE  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY  (US  EPA)  TO  REQUIRE  THAT  MANUFACTURERS  AND 
REGISTRANTS  OF  PESTICIDE  PRODUCTS  FULLY  DISCLOSE  ALL  INERT 
INGREDIENTS  ON  PESTICIDE  PRODUCT  LABELS. 

WHEREAS,  in  1996,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  Ordinance  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and 
reduce  the  negative  impact  of  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment1;  and, 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco's  IPM  Ordinance  requires  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
maintain  a  list  of  reduced-risk  pesticides  which  are  exempt  from  the  IPM  Ordinance2;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  ingredients  of  a  pesticide  product  must  be  carefully  examined  in  order  to 
determine  whether  the  product  is  a  reduced-risk  pesticide;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  requires  manufacturers  of 
pesticide  products  to  label  active  ingredients  in  the  products  and  does  not  require  the  labeling  of 
inert  ingredients3;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  US  EPA  states  that  an  inert  ingredient  is  "any  ingredient  in  the  product  that  is 
not  intended  to  affect  a  target  pest"4;  and 

WHEREAS,  pesticide  products  can  contain  up  to  99.9%  inert  ingredients;  and 

WHEREAS,  most  of  the  chemicals  used  as  inert  ingredients  are  labeled  by  EPA  as  having 
"unknown  toxicity"  because  they  have  not  yet  been  evaluated  by  EPA  for  toxicity  to  humans  or 
the  environment5;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  inert  ingredients  in  pesticide  products  may  have  the  potential  to  affect  human 
health  and  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  there  may  be  detrimental  synergistic  effects  between  active  and  inert  ingredients; 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  public  has  a  right  to  know  the  full  list  of  product  ingredients  in  order  to  make 
informed  purchasing  decisions  about  acceptable  risks  to  human  health  and  the  environment;  and 


1  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39.8  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  PrpgramT-c%  ,-*  r-  nT 

3  www.epa.gov/opprd001/inerts/  DOCUMENTS  Utr  I 

4  www.epa.gov/opprd001/inerts/ 

5  www.epa.gov/opprd001/inerts/lists.html  SEP     6  2001 
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WHEREAS,  the  herbicide  Scythe  contains  an  inert  ingredient,  ethylene  oxide6,  that  is  a  known 
carcinogen,  while  its  active  ingredient,  pelargonic  acid,  is  fairly  benign;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  surfactant  POEA,  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  used  in  the  herbicide,  RoundUp, 
is  more  acutely  toxic  than  the  active  ingredient,  glyphosate7;  and 

WHEREAS,  coal  tar  is  classified  as  a  known  human  carcinogen  by  the  International  Agency  for 
Research  on  Cancer8  and  is  registered  by  the  EPA  as  an  active  ingredient  in  restricted  use 
pesticides9,  yet  when  coal  tar  is  included  in  a  product  as  an  inert  ingredient  there  is  no 
requirement  to  include  it  on  the  product  label;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  inert  ingredients  xylene10  and  toluene11  are  considered  toxic  to  the  fetus  and 
nervous  system  respectively  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  lack  of  labeling  of  inert  ingredients  on  pesticide  products  could  result  in 
delayed  or  improper  treatment  of  patients  suffering  from  pesticide  exposure  ;  and 

WHEREAS,  requiring  manufacturers  to  list  hazardous  ingredients  on  product  labels  has  resulted 
in  the  reformulation  of  products,  eliminating  the  use  of  these  toxic  ingredients13;  now,  therefore 
be  it 

RESOLVED,  as  a  policy  matter,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  finds  that  industry's 
claims  or  concerns  that  their  competitive  edge  will  be  lost  if  they  are  required  to  list  inert 
ingredients  on  pesticide  product  labels  must  be  subjugated  to  the  basic  and  legitimate  right  to 
know  about  risks  to  human  and  environmental  health  from  such  products;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  write  a  letter  to  the 
Administrator  of  the  US  EPA,  and  send  copies  to  the  U.S.  Surgeon  General,  to  California's  U.S. 
Senators,  and  to  U.S.  Representatives  elected  from  San  Francisco,  urging  the  US  EPA  to  require 
manufacturers  and  registrants  of  pesticide  products  to  fully  disclose  all  inert  ingredients  on 
pesticide  product  labels. 


6  Letter  from  Dow  AgroSciences,  May  26,  2000. 

7  Sawada,  Y.,  Y.  Nagai,  M.  Ueyama,  and  I.  Yamamoto.  Lancet,  1(8580):299.  1988 

8  International  Agency  for  Research  on  Cancer.  1997.  IARC  Monographs,  vols  1-69.  Lyon,  France. 

9  www.epa.gov/RestProd/rupjul01.htm 

10  U.S.  Dept.  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Public  Health  Service.  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry.  1995.  Toxicological  profile  for  xylene  (Update).  Atlanta,  Georgia. 

11  U.S.  Dept.  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  Public  Health  Service.  Agency  for  Toxic  Substances  and  Disease 
Registry.  1994.  Toxicological  profile  for  toluene  (Update).  Atlanta,  Georgia. 

12  Affidavit  of  Dr.  Grace  Ziem,  January  20,  1998. 

13  52  FR  13305;  April  22,  1897  and  US  EPA  Status  Report  to  the  Pesticide  Program  Dialogue  Committee,  1999. 
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/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  regular  meeting  on 
August  20,  2001. 

Sraddha  Mehta 
Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 

Ayes:     Commissioners  Hayes,  Evans,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  Rodriguez,  and  Bradford-BelL 
Noes:  None. 
Absent:  None. 
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URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  TO  SUPPORT  EFFORTS  TO  CURB 
GLOBAL  WARMING,  ADOPT  GREENHOUSE  GAS  EMISSIONS  REDUCTIONS  GOALS  FOR  THE 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  IN  EXCESS  OF  THE  TARGETED  GOALS  OF  THE 
KYOTO  PROTOCOL,  AND  CALL  FOR  CONTINUED  ACTIONS  TOWARDS  ACHIEVING  THESE 
GOALS. 


WHEREAS,  the  world's  leading  climate  scientists  have  documented  a  clear  global  warming  trend  and  the 
unmistakable  impact  of  human  activities  on  that  trend;1  and 

WHEREAS,  global  warming  of  the  magnitude  now  predicted  by  the  scientific  community  will  cause 
extremely  costly  disruption  of  human  and  natural  systems  throughout  the  world;2  and 

WHEREAS,  climate  change  is  the  most  critical  threat  to  the  sustainability  of  our  planet  and  the  health  of 
millions  of  people  is  at  risk  from  smog,  rising  heat,  increased  disease,  more  frequent  extreme  weather 
events  and  rising  sea  levels;3  and 

WHEREAS,  over  the  next  50-100  years,  sea  levels  around  the  world  could  rise  one  meter;4  and 

WHEREAS,  to  prevent  flooding  of  the  Airports  in  San  Francisco  and  Oakland;  Treasure  Island;  Mission 
Bay  Development;  the  Giants  new  ballpark;  parts  of  Interstate  80  and  Highway  101;  railroad  tracks;  sewage 
treatment  plants;  marinas;  and  harbors  would  require  vast  investments  in  dikes,  pumping  stations  or  other 
infrastructure5;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  International  Panel  on  Climate  Change  has  determined  that  stabilizing  concentrations  of 
greenhouse  gases  in  the  atmosphere  will  require  emission  reductions  in  excess  of  60%  of  current  emissions, 
and  the  Kyoto  Protocol  is  a  modest  first  step  in  the  direction  of  those  reductions; 

WHEREAS,  achieving  greenhouse  gas  emission  reductions  required  to  protect  the  climate  is  of  overriding 
importance  not  just  to  the  community  of  nations  but  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  which  relies 
heavily  on  the  stability  of  the  climate  for  our  water  and  power  supplies;  and 

WHEREAS,  President  George  H.  W.  Bush  signed  the  United  Nations  Framework  Convention  on  Climate 
Change  in  1992,  which  includes  the  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  seek  the  "stabilization 
of  greenhouse  gas  concentrations  in  the  atmosphere  at  a  level  that  would  prevent  dangerous  anthropogenic 
interference  with  the  climate  system;"6  and 

WHEREAS,  the  current  administration  in  Washington,  D.C.  has  demonstrated  an  alarming  unwillingness 
to  play  a  leadership  role  in  climate  protection;  and 

WHEREAS,  President  George  W.  Bush  rejected  the  Kyoto  Protocol  on  global  warming  outright,  while 


1  Third  Assessment  Report  "Climate  Change  2001, "2001,  IPCC 

2  The  Regional  Impacts  of  Climate  Change  —  An  Assessment  of  Vulnerability,  1998,  IPCC 

3  Climate  Change  Information  Kit,  United  Nations  Development  Program 

4  "The  Regional  Impacts  of  Climate  Change:  An  Assessment  of  Vulnerability"  1997,  IPCC 

5  "The  Science  and  Politics  of  Global  Climate  Change"  by  Gleick,  P.H.,  1993  Pacific  Institute  for  Studies  in 
Development,  Environment,  and  Security.  Oakland,  CA 

6  United  Nations  Framework  Convention  on  Climate  Change,  http://www.unfccc.int/resource/conv/ 
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in  Bonn  178  countries,  not  including  the  United  States,  reached  agreement  on  the  Kyoto  Protocol  in  July, 
2001,7and 

WHEREAS,  local  actions  can  help  to  pave  the  way  for  national  leadership,  by  providing  working  models 
of  greenhouse  gas  reduction  initiatives  that  reinforce  other  high-priority  policy  objectives;  and 

WHEREAS,  over  370  cities  across  the  United  States  and  around  the  world  are  inventorying  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  and  adopting  reduction  targets  as  part  of  the  International  Council  for  Local  Environmental 
Initiatives'  Cities  for  Climate  Protection  program;8  and 

WHEREAS,  16  cities  from  around  the  world  have  agreed  in  the  Toronto  Declaration  to  send  a 
communique9  to  the  Conference  of  the  Parties  meeting  in  Morocco  in  November  200 1  declaring  their 
intention  to  achieve  much  higher  levels  of  greenhouse  gas  reduction  than  those  called  for  in  the  Kyoto 
Protocol;  and 

WHEREAS,  many  of  the  critical  components  of  a  local  action  plan  for  climate  protection  are  already  in 
place  or  under  development  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  including  the  Green  Building 
Program,  the  Resource  Conservation  Ordinance,  the  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing  Program,  the 
Clean  Air  Program,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  the  Sustainability  Plan,  and  others;  and 

WHEREAS,  greenhouse  gas  reduction  activities  contribute  substantially  to  the  achievement  of  many  of  the 
City's  highest  priority  goals,  including  but  not  limited  to:  energy  security  and  cost  reduction;  affordable 
housing;  mobility  and,  transportation  choices;  solid  waste  reduction  and  recycling;  reliable,  affordable 
water  supply;  urban  and  rural  forest  protection;  sustainable  economic  development;  and  clean  air;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  existing  energy,  solid  waste,  and  transportation  and 
air  quality  initiatives  -  all  designed  and  implemented  to  meet  established  City  priorities  -  are  expected  to 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  while  delivering  tangible  local  economic  and  environmental  benefits;  and 

WHEREAS,  on  a  municipal  level,  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  to  the  target  established  by  the 
Kyoto  Protocol  or  beyond  would  demonstrate  that  the  goals  of  the  international  treaty  are  realistic  and  can 
be  met. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  establish  and  achieve  the  long-range  goal 
of  reducing  San  Francisco's  greenhouse  gas  emissions;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  direct  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Department 
of  the  Environment,  and  other  appropriate  City  agencies  to  complete  and  coordinate  the  analysis  and 
planning  of  a  local  action  plan  targeting  greenhouse  gas  emission  reduction  activities,  so  that: 

a.  By  January  1,  2002,  these  agencies  will  complete  and  deliver  an  inventory  of  1990  and  2000  greenhouse 
gas  emissions,  including  as  a  first  step,  defining  the  scope  of  activities  and  geographic  boundaries  to  be 
included  in  the  inventory.  The  completed  inventory  should  include: 

i.  an  accounting  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  associated  with  City  activities  for  the  baseline  years 

ii.  an  accounting  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  but  not 
associated  with  City  operations; 

iii.  a  projection  of  future  emissions  through  the  year  2010. 


7  Chicago  Tribune,  "Bush  Putting  U.S.  Above  Global  Cooperation,"  John  Diamond,  July  30  2001 
8 ICLEI:  hrrp://www.iclei.org/ccp-au/ccpfolder/ccp.htm#whatis 

9  City  of  Toronto  press  release,  June  28,  2001  (http://www.jacklayton.com/latest/default.asp?aID=101) 
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b.  By  June  I,  2002,  these  agencies  will  present  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  a  proposed  plan  for  the  City's 
role  in  achieving  a  greenhouse  gas  emission  reduction  target  of  40%  below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2010 
and  studying  any  United  Nations  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  (IPCC)  set  scientific  targets 
above  the  40%  target  that  would  constitute  a  proper  scientific  response  to  the  global  warming  crisis.  The 
plan  should  include  but  not  be  limited  to: 

i.  an  assessment  of  the  most  promising  alternatives  for  greenhouse  gas  reductions,  the  approximate  costs 
and  benefits  of  those  alternatives,  and  the  estimated  time  and  resources  required  to  implement  them; 

ii.  recommended  combinations  of  measures  to  meet  an  emission  reduction  target  of  40%  below  1990 
levels  by  2010,  and  United  Nations  IPCC  set  scientific  targets  above  the  40%  target  that  would  constitute  a 
proper  scientific  response  to  the  global  warming  crisis; 

iii.  an  assessment  of  which  of  those  alternatives  require  actions  that  lie  outside  the  City's  control  and  what 
the  City  can  do  to  influence  those  responsible  for  such  actions; 

iv.  an  assessment  of  the  time  and  resources  required  for  continuing  coordination  of  the  plan  and  to  assure 
its  successful  implementation. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  actively  support  the  Kyoto  Protocol,  and  to  call  upon  national  leaders 
to  do  so  as  well;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  join  the  cities  that  have  signed  the  Toronto  Declaration  in  calling  for 
strong  national  leadership  and  pledging  to  promote  cooperation  toward  the  ultimate  goal  of  stabilizing 
greenhouse  gas  concentrations  in  the  atmosphere;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  continue  to  achieve  steady  progress  in  reducing  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  throughout  the  period  covered  by  the  Kyoto  Protocol  and  beyond. 

I  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  regular 
meeting  on  August  20,  2001. 


Sraddha  Mehta 
Commission  Secretary 


VOTE: 


Ayes:     Commissioners  Hayes,  Evans,  Bingham,  Shah,  fVerbe,  Rodriguez,  and  Bradford-BelL 
Noes:  None. 
Absent:  None. 
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|JOTICE  OF  CANCELLATION 

OF 
MEETING 

The  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
scheduled  for  6:00  p.m.  monday,  §eptember  17,  2001 

IS  CANCELLED. 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
is  tentatively  scheduled  for 

Monday,  October  15,  2001 

6:00  pm 
In  Room  400  of  City  Hall. 
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ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #15  -  Third  Street, 
#24  -  Divisadero  and  #54  -  Felton.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142. 
Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of  minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and 
hearing-impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are  available  by  calling  355-3700. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin, 
gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business. 
This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT 
A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna 
Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
October  15,  2001,  6:00  p.m.  Bayview  Opera  House 
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(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  August  20,  2001  Regular  Meeting)** 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

3. 

Introduction  of  New  Commission  Secretary 

INFORMATION 

4. 

Nominations  for  Commission  Officers 

ACTION 

5. 

San  Francisco  Energy  Plan 

Presentation  by  Cal  Broomhead,  Department  of  the  Environment 

PRESENTATION 

6. 

PUC  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewables  Efforts 

Presentation  by  representative  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

PRESENTATION 

7. 

San  Francisco  Power  Plants 

•  Introduction  by  Cal  Broomhead  and  Danielle  Dowers 

•  Presentation  by  Guy  Hollins,  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development 

•  Presentation  by  Greg  Asay,  Legislative  Aide  to  Supervisor  Maxwell 

•  Presentation  by  Phil  DeAndrade,  Citizens'  Advisory  Task  Force 

•  Presentation  by  Mike  Thomas,  Communities  for  a  Better  Environment 

PRESENTATIONS 

8. 

Communications  &  Correspondence 

Sraddha  Mehta,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .  Letter  from  Barbara  A.  Brenner,  Executive  Director  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Barbara  A.  Brenner,  Breast  Cancer 
Action)** 

2.  Letter  from  Susan  Lee,  Environmental  Health  Association  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Susan  Lee,  California  Public  Interest 
Research  Group)** 

3.  Letter  from  Ama  Marston,  Greenpeace  Genetic  Engineering  Campaigner  in  support  of  the 
Precautionary  Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Ama  Marston, 
Greenpeace)** 

4.  Letter  from  Catherine  Porter,  Legal  Services  and  Public  Policy  Coordinator  in  support  of 
the  Precautionary  Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Catherine  Porter, 
Women's  Cancer  Resource  Center)** 

5.  Letter  from  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss,  Public  Policy  Advocate  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss,  The  Breast  Cancer 
Fund)** 

6.  Letter  from  Kristin  S.  Schafer,  Program  Coordinator  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Kristin  S.  Schafer,  Pesticide  Action 
Network)** 

7.  Letter  from  Donna  Seism  in  support  of  the  Precautionary  Principle  (Explanatory 

Plnmimf^nt*  T  pttpr  from  Donna  Sri^m  Tnvir  T  inlc^  ("""oalitfnn^** 

8.  Letter  from  Katie  Silberman,  Public  Policy  Advocate  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Katie  Silberman,  Center  for 
Environmental  Health)** 

INFORMATION 

9. 

Deputy  Director's  Report 

David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Deputy  Director's  Report)** 

INFORMATION 

10. 

Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  October  25  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of  City 
Hall. 

INFORMATION 

11. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  November  14  at  4:30  p.m.  at 
1 1  Grove  Street. 

INFORMATION 

12. 

New  Business 

INFORMATION 

13. 

President's  Announcements 

1 .  Appointment  of  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee  for  Precautionary  Principle 

INFORMATION 

14. 

Public  Comments 

INFORMATION 

15. 

Adjournment 

This  is  a  Special  Meeting  because  it  is  not  at  the  regular  location. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-554-6392,  or  via  e-mail  at  sraddha_mehta@ci.sf.ca. us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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August  20,  2001 

Randy  Hayes.  President 
San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  the  San  Francisco  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  Randy: 

We  are  writing  to  express  our  support  for  the  proposed  resolution  instituting  the 
precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision-making.  The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  is  a 
national  nonprofit  organization  with  70,000  supporters,  20,000  of  whom  reside  in 
California.  Our  mission  is  to  end  breast  cancer  through  research,  action,  and  policy 
initiatives.  One  of  these  policy  initiatives  is  to  eliminate  preventable  causes  of  the 
disease,  including  those  in  the  environment. 

In  a  limited  case,  the  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  the  health  of  the 
people  of  San  Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in 
establishing  Integrated  Pest  Management  which  utilizes  the  smallest  quantities  of  the 
least  toxic  pesticides  and  on  occasion  has  even  eliminated  pesticide  use. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  to 
seriously  affect  our  health  were  made  with  such  considerations.  The  basic  idea  is  "better 
safe  than  sorry".  The  idea  is  simple;  when  there  is  a  potential  threat  to  health  or  the 
environment  and  lack  of  scientific  certainty,  alternatives  should  be  considered.  This 
approach  is  far  from  new  since  it  has  been  embodied  in  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  since  1970. 

The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  has  seen  ample  evidence  linking  cancer  to  environmental 
exposures  that  involve  carcinogenic  agents  like  certain  chemicals  as  well  as  ionizing  and 
non-ionizing  radiation.  Through  this  resolution  we  hope  to  reduce  and  where  possible 
eliminate  the  use  of  such  agents.  The  precautionary  principle  would  represent  another 
criteria  in  decision-making  where  scientific  evidence  is  uncertain. 

The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  urges  the  Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval. 

Sincerely, 

Public  Policy  Advocate 
The  Breast  Cancer  Fund 
PH:  415  647-3687     Email:  reissjm@aol.com 

SFPP  TBCFsupport.bl9a 

2107  OTarrell  ac  Divisadero    •    San  Francisco  CA  94115.3419 

-,,,^n-7r        ,wn  www.breastcancorfund.org    •    ;mail  info(®breas:cancerfund.org 
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San  Francisco  Commission  '  :^f^t§KSKtm.\ 

on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  Commissioners: 

The  Women's  Cancer  Resource  Center  (WCRC)  is  writing  to  express  support  for  the 
proposed  resolution  instituting  the  precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco 
decisionmaking. 

In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  adopting  Integrated  Pest 
Management  ("IPM")  as  a  method  of  pest  management.   IPM  is  a  good  example  of  the 
precautionary  principle  in  the  way  it  shifts  the  paradigm  of  thinking  about  pest  control: 
from  automatically  spraying  dangerous  chemicals,  to  thinking  first  about  whether  non- 
toxic alternatives  might  be  available  and  effective.  Although  San  Francisco  is  to  be 
applauded  for  its  adoption  of  IPM,  decisions  that  affect  the  health  and  environment  of 
San  Franciscans  are  not  consistently  guided  or  informed  by  the  Precautionary  Principle, 
which  looks  at  the  great  potential  for  harm  to  our  health  or  environment  before  acting  or 
failing  to  act.  This  is  why  the  adoption  of  a  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution  is  critical, 
especially  since  San  Francisco  is  looked  to  as  an  innovator  in  these  policy  areas. 

WCRC  provides  free  nonmedical  direct  services  to  women  with  cancer,  such  as  in-home 
practical  support,  information  and  referral  helpline,  support  groups  and  counseling,  and 
legal  assistance.  We  are  also  doing  what  we  can  to  stop  cancer  where  it  starts— to 
eliminate  carcinogenic  substances,  including  arsenic,  from  our  air,  soil,  food,  and  water. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  toseriously 
affect  our  health  and  environment  were  guided  by  a  precautionary  approach.  WCRC 
strongly  encourages  the  Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
for  approval. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments. 
Yours  truly,   


Catherine  Porter 

Legal  Services  and  Public  Policy  Coordinator 
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Toxic  Links  Coalition 

United  for  Health  and 
Environmental  Justice 
do  WCRC 

3023  Shattuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 
Phone:  510-601-4040,  ext.  302 

September  5,  2001 

San  Francisco  Commission 

on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  Commissioners: 

The  Toxic  Links  Coalition  is  writing  to  express  support  for  the  proposed  resolution  instituting  the 
precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision  making. 

In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  adopting  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  as 
a  method  of  pest  management.  IPM  is  a  good  example  of  the  precautionary  principle  in  the  way  it  shifts 
the  paradigm  of  thinking  about  pest  control:  from  automatically  spraying  dangerous  chemicals,  to 
thinking  first  about  whether  non-toxic  alternatives  might  be  available  and  effective.  Although  San 
Francisco  is  to  be  applauded  for  its  adoption  of  IPM,  decisions  that  affect  the  health  and  environment  of 
San  Franciscans  are  not  consistently  guided  or  informed  by  the  Precautionary  Principle,  which  looks  at 
the  great  potential  for  harm  to  our  health  or  environment  before  acting  or  failing  to  act.  This  is  why  the 
adoption  of  a  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution  is  critical,  especially  since  San  Francisco  is  looked  to  as 
an  innovator  in  these  policy  areas. 

The  Toxic  Links  Coalition  (TLC)  is  a  growing  alliance  of  community  groups,  women  with  cancer  and 
cancer  survivors,  health  care  and  environmental  justice  organizations,  silicone  survivors,  women  with 
endometriosis,  and  other  reproductive  disorders,  and  concerned  individuals  working  together  to  educate 
our  communities  about  the  links  between  environmental  toxins  and  the  decline  in  public  health. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  to  seriously  affect  our  health  and 
environment  were  guided  by  a  precautionary  approach.  The  Toxic  Links  Coalition  strongly  encourages 
the  Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments. 

Yours  truly,  4 

Donna  Seism 

for  the  Toxic  Links  Coalition 


965  MISSION  STREET/ SUITE  625 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94103 
(415)512-9025  FAX  (415)  512-8699 


August- 23,  2001 

Randy  Hayes,  President 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 1  Grove  St.  -  •  ■ 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Re:  Support  for  the  San  Francisco  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 

Dear  President  Hayes:  ... 

We  are  writing  to  express  the  support  of  Greenpeace  for  the  proposed  resolution  instituting  the 
precautionary,  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision-making.  Greenpeace  is  an  environmental  organization 
which  uses  non-violent  direct  action  to  bring  attention  to  pressing  environmental  problems.  We  have  a 
membership  of  approximately  a  quarter  of  a  million  members  60,000  of  whom  are  in  California. 

In  a  limited  case,  the  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  .the  health  of  the  people  of  San  . 
Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  establishing  Integrated  Pest 
Management  which  utilizes  the  smallest  quantities  of  the  least  toxic  pesticides  and  on  occasion,  has 
eliminated  pesticide  use. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  to  seriously  affect  our 
health  were  made  with  such  considerations.  The  basic  idea  is  "better  safe  than  sorry".  The  idea  is  simple; 
when  there  is  a  potential  threat  to  health  or  the  environment  and  lack  of  scientific  certainty,  alternatives 
should  be  considered.  This  approach  is  far  from  new  since  it  has  been  embodied  in  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  since  1970.  ' 

We  feel  mat  this  is  a  particularly  important  resolution  with  respects  to  a  number  of  issues  we  . 
campaign  on,  particularly  genetically  engineered  foods  which  are  on  supermarket  shelves  without  being 
safety  tested  as  well  as  the  numerous  toxic  chemicals  such  as  dioxin,  which  are  put  into  our  environment  on 
a  daily  basis.  Greenpeace  strongly  encourages  the  Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the  Board  of' 
Supervisors  for  approval.  .  .  '  • 

Sincerely, 

AmaMarston, 

Greenpeace  Genetic  Engineering  Campaigner 
(415)512-9026 

ama.marston@sfo.greenpeace.org 
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San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  August  30,  2001 

Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  Commissioners: 

I  am  writing  to  express  the  support  of  the  Center  for  Environmental  Health  for  the 
proposed  resolution  instituting  the  precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco 
decisionmaking.  The  Center  for  Environmental  Health  protects  the  public  from 
environmental  and  consumer  health  hazards.  We  are  committed  to  environmental 
justice,  reducing  the  use  of  toxic  chemicals,  supporting  communities  in  their  quest  for 
a  safer  environment,  and  corporate  accountability. 

The  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  the  health  of  the  people  of  San 
Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  establishing 
Integrated  Pest  Management  ("IPM")  programs,  which  have  proven  that 
precautionary  action  is  not  only  possible  on  a  broad  scale,  it  is  imperative. 

San  Francisco  has  also  taken  precautionary  steps  by  passing  legislation  to  reduce 
dioxin  and  mercury  exposure,  use  alternatives  to  toxic  wood  preservatives  in  utility 
poles,  and  "Stop  Cancer  Where  it  Starts."  San  Francisco's  Environmentally 
Preferable  Purchasing  Program  (EP3)  is  an  ideal  demonstration  of  precautionary 
principle  implementation  in  the  City,  and  has  already  led  to  drastic  reductions  in  the 
amount  of  toxic  cleaning  products  used  by  the  City's  janitorial  staff. 

Given  these  examples  of  San  Francisco  currently  using  a  precautionary  approach, 
some  may  ask  why  we  need  a  precautionary  principle  resolution  at  all.  The  answer  is 
simple:  all  these  steps  were  taken  incrementally,  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  with  a 
tremendous  amount  of  effort.  San  Francisco  needs  a  systemwide,  easily  available 
tool  for  decisionmakers  to  be  able  to  take  affirmative  steps  to  protect  the  public's 
health.  If  we  had  only  had  a  precautionary  principle  in  place  in  San  Francisco,  it  is 
quite  possible  that  Muni  would  have  decided  against  diesel  buses  recently,  we  could 
have  curbed  secondhand  smoke  exposure  much  earlier  than  we  did,  and  we  might 
have  prevented  so  many  other  public,  health  debacles  that  "slipped  through  the 
cracks"  because  there  was  no  policy  on  the  books  to  determine  otherwise. 
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As  a  result  of  industrial  activity  over  the  past  century  in  San  Francisco,  we  live  in  an  inescapable 
toxic  stew.  The  people  of  San  Francisco  cannot  wait  while  our  elected  officials  legislate  against 
societal  exposure  to  toxic  chemicals  one  chemical  at  a  time.  We  need  a  broader  approach,  such 
as  the  precautionary  principle,  to  protect  San  Francisco's  residents.  Therefore,  the  Center  for 
Environmental  Health  strongly  encourages  the  Commission  to  approve  this  resolution  and 
recommend  it  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  adoption. 

I  would  be  happy  to  provide  the  Commissioners  with  any  additional  information  that  might  be 
helpful.  Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments. 

Yours  Very  Truly, 


Katie  Silberman 
Public  Policy  Advocate 
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1  August  24, 2001  •         .  ■ 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta- 
1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102  * 
Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution  .  . 

Dear  Commissioners: 

On  behalf  of  Breast  Cancer  Action  and  our  over  9,000  supporters,  I  am  writing  to  express  our  strongest 
possible  support  for  the  proposed  resolution  instituting  the  precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco. 
The  health  of  our  community  will  greatly  benefit  from  this  commitment  to  informed  decision-making. 

Breast  Cancer  Action  (BCA)  is  a  national  grassroots. breast  cancer  education  and  advocacy  organization 
based  in  San  Francisco.  Our  mission  is  to  carry  the  voices  of  those  affected  by  breast  cancer  to  inspire 
and  compel  the  changes  necessary  to  end  the  breast  cancer  epidemic.  Towards  this  end,  BCA 
encourages  a  precautionary  approach  to  public  health  in  which  we  eliminate — or  don't  initiate — 
activities  we  have  reason  to  believe  may  contribute  to  the  staggering  rates  of  breast  cancer  incidence 
nationwide. 

fhe  resolution  that  is  under  consideration  will  further  San  Francisco's  progress  in  protecting  the  health 
of  its  residents.  The  city  already  practices  the  precautionary  principle  through  its  Integrated  Pest 
Management  (IPM)  programs  that  encourage  thinking  first  about  non-toxic  alternatives  before 
automatically  spraying  dangerous  chemicals.  This  precautionary  approach  has  brought  about  - 
.  tremendous  reductions  in  the  use  of  dangerous  chemicals  sprayed  in  San.  Francisco  every  year,  which 
undoubtedly  has  improved  the  health  of  our  environment  and  those  who  inhabit  it. 

San  Francisco  led  the  nation  in  its  establishment  of  citywide  IPM  programs.  We  should  lead  the  way 
again  by  adopting  this  groundbreaking  resolution.  Breast  Cancer  Action  strongly  encourages  the  .  ' 
Commission  to  send  the  Precautionary  Principle  resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval. 

-  Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  important  matter. 


Sincerely, 


Barbara  A.  Brenner 
Executive  Director 


55  New  Montgomery,  Suite  323    San  Francisco,  California  94105 
Tel:  415.243.9301    Fax:  415.243^3996   Toll  free:  1 .877.2STOPBC    Website:  www.bcaction.org 
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Monday,  September  10,  2001 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta 
11  Grove  St 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 

Dear  Commissioners: 

I  am  writing  to  express  the  support  of  Pesticide  Action  Network  North 
America  for  the  proposed  resolution  building  the  precautionary  principle 
into  San  Francisco's  decision  making  process. 

.Pesticide  Action  Network  (PAN)  is  an  international  network  of  public 
interest  organizations  advocating  adoption  of  ecologically  sound  practices 
in  place  of  hazardous  pesticide  use.  Our  San  Francisco-based  North 
America  regional  office  works  with  over  110  affiliated  groups  in  Canada, 
Mexico  and  the  U.S.,  and  we  partner  with  dozens  more  worldwide.  The 
precautionary  principle  is  a  cornerstone  of  PAN's  work  at  the  local, 
national,  regional  and  international  levels. 

The  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  the  health  of  the  people 
of  San  Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in 
establishing  Integrated  Pest  Management  ("IPM')  programs.  These 
programs  have  proven  that  precautionary  action  is  possible  and  effective 
on  a  broad  scale.  The  IPM  programs  exemplify  the  precautionary  principle 
by  shifting  the  paradigm  of  pest  control  from  automatically  spraying 
dangerous  chemicals  to  thinking  first  about  non-toxic  alternatives.  This 
change  in  thought  process  has  already  brought  about  tremendous 
reductions  in  the  use  of  dangerous  chemicals  in  San  Francisco. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential 
to  seriously  affect  our  health  were  made  with  such  considerations.  PAN 
North  America  strongly  encourages  the  Commission  to  send  this 
resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval.  Thank  you  for 
considering  my  comments. 

Sincerely, 


C 


Kristin  S.  Schafer 
Program  Coordinator 
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September  17,  2001 

San  Francisco  Commission 

on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Sraddha  Mehta 
1 1  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Dear  Commissioners: 

The  California  Public  Interest  Research  Group  (CALPIRG)  is  a  statewide  organization  advocating 
on  behalf  of  the  public  interest  in  the  areas  of  the  environment,  consumer  affairs  and  good 
government.  For  the  past  25  years,  CALPIRG  has  supported  efforts  that  protect  the  public  health 
from  the  hazards  of  toxics  in  our  air,  water  and  food.  Accordingly,  CALPIRG  supports  the  proposed 
resolution  instituting  the  precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  as  an  important  measure  in 
protecting  public  health. 

For  decades  we  have  seen  increasing  rates  of  chronic  disease,  including  asthma,  certain  types  of 
cancer  and  birth  defects,  developmental  disorders,  and  neurological  disorders.  At  the  same  time, 
researchers  have  linked  numerous  chronic  diseases  to  environmental  factors.  A  recent  state  survey 
of  1,000  registered  California  voters  indicated  that  nearly  all  Californians  (88%)  think  the 
government  should  make  reducing  the  number  of  illnesses  caused  by  environmental  hazards  a  top 
or  important  priority. 

The  institution  of  a  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution  importantly  shifts  the  way  we  address  public 
health.  Currently,  we  focus  largely  on  treatment  of  diseases  when  they  appear.  Knowing  that 
exposure  to  toxics  in  our  environment  can  influence  the  incidence  of  disease,  we  should  examine 
the  potential  for  harm  to  our  health  or  environment  before  unleashing  potentially  hazardous 
chemicals  into  our  air,  land,  water,  and  our  bodies.  The  precautionary  approach  would  help  prevent 
the  presence  of  toxics  in  our  environment  in  the  first  place,  ultimately  reducing  human  exposure. 

Adoption  of  the  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution  would  mark  a  great  step  forward  in  the 
protection  of  public  health  in  San  Francisco.  CALPIRG  urges  the  Commission  to  send  this 
resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Re:  Support  for  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
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San  Francisco 

Commission  on  the  Environment         DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT  REBECCA  EVANS 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT  SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 

THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM  ROBERT  K.  WERBE 
ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 

MINUTES 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
MONDAY,  OCTOBER  15,  2001  SPECIAL  MEETING 

1)  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  President  Hayes  at  6:1 1  p.m. 

b)  Present  were  Commissioners  Evans,  Shah,  Rodriguez,  Bingham,  Bradford -Bell,  and  Hayes. 
Commissioner  Werbe  was  excused. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  August  20,  2001  Regular  Meeting  -  ACTION  ITEM 

a)        The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Bradford -Bell. 

3)  Introduction  of  New  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  -  INFORMATION 
a)        President  Hayes  welcomed  Kristal  Aliyas  as  the  new  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment. 

4)  Nominations  for  Commission  Officers  -  ACTION 

a)  Commissioner  Evans  nominated  Commissioner  Shah  for  President 

b)  Both  Commissioners  Evans  and  Shah  nominate  Commissioner  Evans  for  Vice-President 

5)  San  Francisco  Energy  Plan 

a)  Cal  Broomhead  described  an  ordinance  request  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  collaborate 
with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  develop  a  city -wide  energy  plan  in  accordance  with  Supv. 
Maxwell's  May  2001.  A  community  process  is  necessary  to  submit  the  draft  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
plan  should  be  finalized  by  June  30,  2002. 

b)  Ed  Smeloff,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  stressed  the  importance  of  self-generation  and 
mentioned  San  Francisco's  vulnerabilities  including:  too  much  power  coming  from  few  plants,  concentration  in 
ownership  of  power  plants,  and  asked  what  are  resources  that  the  city  of  San  Francisco  can  rely  on?  He 
described  local  control  that  concerns  the  distribution  of  a  transmission  system,  need  for  control  over  a  site,  and 
managing  financial  risk.  He  asked  how  to  measure/what  method  to  use  when  determining  key  criteria  pollutants 
and  concluded  with  asking  how  much  money  should  stay  within  the  community. 

c)  Questions: 

i)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  whether  or  not  community  input  can  be  welcomed  at  the  present  time 
and  what  is  lost  by  not  including  this  input?  Cal  Broomhead  replied  that  the  Department  is  understaffed  and  a 
resource  needs  to  be  created  for  the  community  to  view.  He  stated  community  process  should  occur  with  the  draft 
of  the  energy  resource  plan. 

ii)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  replied  that  she  is  uncomfortable  with  the  sixty  days  deadline  and 
recommended  having  one  community  meeting  regarding  the  draft  before  presenting  it  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  She  stressed  the  importance  of  community  input  before  creating  the  document. 

iii)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  how  the  energy  resource  plan  compares/competes  with  the  initiative  for 
public  power.  Cal  Broomhead  replied  that  the  difference  is  that  this  is  a  planning  process  experienced  by  the 
Department  and  they  do  not  have  any  interface  with  public  power  plans. 

iv)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  who  is  the  overseeing  body  of  the  energy  plan.  Cal  Broomhead  replied 
that  neither  the  Department  of  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commissions  serves  as  the  overseeing  body. 

v)  Commissioner  Evans  reminded  everyone  that  this  is  a  citywide  issue  and  that  other  districts  are  affected. 
Cal  Broomhead  replied  that  a  need  exists  to  organize  around  neighborhoods  and  how  difficult  the  task  is  to 
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implement  unless  the  issue  is  district  specific. 

vi)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  if  the  City  uses  renewables.  Ed  Smeloff  replied  that  distributive  generations 
are  solar,  fuel  cells  and  microturbines  that  should  be  decided  in  locations  where  they  provide  additional  values. 

vii)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  what  kind  of  effect  ramping  up  Hetch  Hetchy  hydroelectric  system  would 
have.  Ed  Smeloff  responded  to  rewind  the  generators  and  manage  the  two  watersheds  (Hetch  Hetchy  and 
Stanislaus  Basin) 

viii)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  when  the  deadlines  were  and  when  the  plan  will  be  completed.  Ed 
Smeloff  responded  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  expects  a  submitted  plan  by  the  beginning  of  January  and  that 
the  draft  will  be  presented  at  that  time  with  a  final  version  following  later. 

ix)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  if  anyone  was  responding  or  making  changes  to  the  draft.  Cal 
Broomhead  replied  they  would  revise  documents. 

x)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  requested  that  a  draft  plan  include  community  input  in  order  for  the  Board  to 
have  ideas  during  initial  stages.  Ed  Smeloff  suggested  presenting  scenarios  and  understanding  the  costs  and 
benefits  to  enable  the  public  to  participate  in  the  decision -making  process. 

d)        Public  Comments: 

i)  Marie  Harrison  stated  that  currently  no  process  exists.  She  stated  that  Potrero  Hill  and  Bayview  Hunters 
Point  (BVHP)  residents  have  a  vested  interested  and  want  to  be  heard  and  that  the  Potrero  Hill  plant  needs  to  be 
closed. 

ii)  Mr.  Washington,  President  of  Merchants'  Association  stated  that  Potrero  and  BVHP  communities  are 
directly  impacted  and  to  look  at  a  timeline  for  solutions. 

iii)  Greg  Karras,  SF  resident  and  employee  of  Communities  for  a  Better  Environment  supports  the  plan  and 
offered  three  reasons  why  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  should  direct  Department  staff  to  start  the  public 
process:  know  the  goals  and  objectives  when  to  start  public  participation,  recognize  that  Department  staff  has 
access  to  information  the  local  community  does  not,  and  there  is  the  possibility  of  getting  trumped 

iv)  Bradley  Angell,  Director  of  Greenaction  stated  that  the  PG&E  plant  should  be  shutdown. 

v)  Marsha  Sims,  resident  of  Potrero  Hill  Public  Housing  described  family  health  problems,  community 
members  are  oppressed  and  are  suffering  from  emissions  and  toxins.  She  does  not  want  a  new  power  plant. 

vi)  Jesse  Mason  expressed  that  he  wants  to  make  sure  the  community  is  educated  about  the  effects  of 
companies  similar  to  Mirant  and  that  a  community  meeting  is  necessary. 

vii)  Ena  Aguirre,  resident  of  BVHP  compared  the  content  of  the  energy  plan  versus  the  community 
involvement  in  the  content  of  the  energy  plan.  She  stressed  the  need  to  devise  a  plan  that  involves  the  community 
in  the  energy  plan  as  soon  as  possible. 

viii)  Betty  McGee  thanked  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  for  recognizing  the  need  for  community  input  and 
that  it  is  crucial  for  progress.  She  requested  that  the  Commission  make  certain  that  input  is  valued  and  taken  into 
consideration. 

ix)  Douglas  Lam  thanked  all  individuals  concerned  with  the  health  of  the  City  and  suggested  looking  into 
alternative  energy  sources.  He  remarked  that  public  input  may  not  be  present,  but  public  interest  is  available  and 
to  continue  to  keep  communication  open  and  have  creative  options. 

x)  A  Burton  High  School  student  and  teacher  commented  on  environmental  awareness. 

xi)  Commissioner  Hayes  stated  that  the  Commission  recognizes  the  importance  of  being  in  the  community 
and  describes  the  rotating  schedule  of  hearings  in  the  county  as  an  idea  from  Jared  Blumenfeld  as  an  advocate  of 
community  involvement. 

xii)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  if  the  draft  could  be  delayed  to  enable  time  for  discussion  and  if  the 
Department  would  utilize  an  individual's  expertise  in  outreach  practices.  Supv.  Maxwell  responded  by  highlighting 
Mr.  Blumenfeld's  commitment  to  community  and  how  important  it  is  for  the  public  to  participate. 

xiii)  Jared  Blumenfeld  stated  his  commitment  to  public  process  and  that  Mr.  Broomhead  and  Mr.  Smeloff  s 
goal  is  not  to  ignore  the  public,  rather  it  is  an  issue  of  timing.  He  encouraged  making  a  plan  on  how  to  solicit 
community  input  into  the  process  and  progress  afterwards.  He  said  he  is  committed  to  environmental  advocacy 
and  will  move  throughout  the  city  with  monthly  hearings  and  have  supervisors'  involvement. 

6)  PUC  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewables  Efforts  -  PRESENTATION  (included  in  Item  5) 

7)  San  Francisco  Power  Plants  -  PRESENTATIONS 

a)  Danielle  Dowers  described  Unit  7.  Cal  Broomhead  explained  that  the  power  plant  is  a  City  issue  deciding 
whether  or  not  to  choose  which  one  gets  built  will  affect  San  Francisco's  energy  future.  Ms.  Dowers  described  the 
Application  for  Certification  (AFC)  process,  how  it  is  equivalent  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the 
different  stages  for  this  process.  Oct.  31,  2001  was  the  final  assessment  due  date. 

b)  Mike  Carroll,  environmental  attorney  with  Mirant:  Mr.  Carroll  explained  his  role  to  guide  Mirant  through  the 
energy  commission  process.  He  stated  that  the  proposed  project  can  be  part  of  the  solution  and  issues  raised.  He 
highlighted  presentation  materials  and  the  project  site  with  a  superimposed  new  unit ,  applying  a  source  of 
reliable,  clean  energy  for  the  City  and  how  a  need  exists  within  San  Francisco  for  generation.  He  stated  that  the 
City  is  only  capable  of  importing  60%  of  its  power  from  outside  of  the  city  and  therefore  40%  is  needed  from 
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within.  He  stressed  that  the  need  for  clean,  efficient  energy  exists  and  that  an  advantage  would  be  the  Hunter's 
Point  shutdown,  but  that  this  would  only  occur  if  a  replacement  is  available.  He  stated  the  dual  objectives:  source 
of  energy  and  shutting  down  the  plant. 

c)  Greg  Asay,  Aide  to  Supervisor  Maxwell:  Mr.  Asay  brought  copies  of  an  ordinance  passed  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  that  had  four  objectives:  public  health,  environmental,  energy  and  liability  issues,  consumer 
protection  and  lack  of  power.  He  summarized  that  the  ordinance  addresses  public  health  around  air  quality.  The 
four  provisions  include:  proposal  to  reduce  air  pollution  in  southeast  San  Francisco,  shutdown  Hunter's  Point 
power  plant  and  that  any  proposals  would  guarantee  its  closure,  reduce  usage  of  peaker  plants  and  allow  for 
emergency  use,  and  the  project  would  use  the  best  available  technology 

d)  Phil  DeAndrade,  Citizens  Advisory  Task  Force:  The  Task  Force  does  not  feel  as  though  they  have  an 
effect  on  the  process.  Mr.  DeAndrade  commended  the  City  and  citizens  in  developing  the  Maxwell  ordinance  and 
how  it  matches  the  recommendations  of  the  Citizens'  Advisory  Commission.  He  stated  that  if  the  ordinance  is 
followed  completely,  then  the  power  plant  will  be  acceptable  for  citizens,  yet  what  Mirant  presents  does  not 
coincide  with  the  recommendations.  He  stated  that  action  cannot  be  taken  in  the  City  until  a  plan  exists  to 
evaluate  how  the  power  plants  fit  into  the  City's  needs.  He  recommended  slowing  the  process  to  consider 
children's  health.  He  mentioned  that  San  Francisco  is  the  only  dense,  urban  environment  in  California  with  a  large 
generator  power  plant  present. 

e)  Mike  Thomas,  Communities  for  a  Better  Environment:  Mr.  Thomas  held  a  joint  presentation  with  CBE's 
staff  attorney,  Suma  Peesapati.  He  stated  the  three  issues  cited  by  California  Energy  Commission:  public  health 
and  environmental  justice,  biological  resources  and  visual  impacts.  Mr.  Thomas  offered  statistics  as  to  why  the 
power  plant  is  an  environmental  justice  issues,  for  example,  schools  are  located  in  close  proximity  to  plants, 
100,000  residents  live  near  the  plant,  and  large  percent  of  residents  are  people  of  color.  He  stated  why  this  is  also 
a  biological  issues  because  the  State  commission  that  protects  the  Bay  rejected  Mirant's  proposal.  He  concluded 
with  the  visual  impacts  and  how  smokestacks  are  visible.  Mr.  Thomas  described  several  advocacy  and  Ms. 
Peesapati  discussed  1500  tons  of  nitrogen  oxide  credits  that  the  Hunter's  Point  facility  requested.  She 
encouraged  forcing  the  shutdown  of  Hunter's  Point. 

f)  Questions: 

i)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  Mirant  about  linking  the  closure  of  Hunter's  Point  Power  Plant  to  the  new 
construction  at  the  Potrero  site.  Mr.  Carroll  replied  that  the  desire  to  shutdown  the  Hunter's  Point  power  plant  is 
known  and  that  a  decision  need  to  be  made  amongst  a  number  of  parties.  He  stated  that  the  only  way  that  ISO 
will  come  to  a  conclusion  is  if  there  is  a  new  generation  and  how  Mirant  works  in  conjunction  with  ISO,  PG&E  and 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  come  to  a  formal,  written  agreement  that  states  when  Unit  7  comes 
online  and  the  other  can  shut  down.  Mike  Thomas  interjected  that  Mirant  said  a  four-party  agreement  existed  to 
close  down  Hunter's  point  between  PG&E,  Mirant ,  California  Independent  System  Operator  and  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  but  that  an  agreement  does  not  exist  on  the  document.  Mr.  Carroll  replied  that  the 
document  does  not  exist  but  rather  is  in  draft  form  provided  to  the  Mayor's  Office. 

ii)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  for  clarification  on  the  nitrogen  oxide  emission  on  per  megawatt  vs.  annual 
basis.  Greg  Asay  replied  that  a  major  issue  is  particulate  matter  and  how  the  air  would  be  at  a  particular  moment 
over  the  course  of  a  year. 

iii)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  the  technology  proposed  for  the  Mirant  plant  is  the  best  available 
technology. 

iv)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  if  the  chart  provided  represents  the  new  plant  or  current  situation. 
Mike  Thomas  responded  that  the  community's  concern  is  the  health  impact  and  that  statistics  provided  for 
Hunter's  Point  are  the  running  peaker  and  generator 

v)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  asked  about  touring  the  Mirant  Plant  and  commented  on  particulate  matter 
10  and  the  technology.  Mr.  Carroll  replied  that  particulate  matter  10  is  the  BACT  for  pollution  from  the  California 
Air  Resources  Board. 

vi)  Commissioner  Hayes  acknowledged  the  need  to  shutdown  Hunters  Point  and  how  little  generation  exists 
within  the  City.  He  suggests  having  the  energy  plan  require  building  the  new  unit  as  clean  as  possible,  rebuild  the 
existing  unit  to  give  additional  generation  and  shutdown  Hunters  Point.  Mr.  Carroll  replied  that  Unit  3  will  be 
retrofitted  by  2005  and  that  a  state-of-the-art  Unit  7  will  be  built  and  therefore  Hunters  Point  will  shutdown. 

vii)  Director  Blurnenfeld  asked  if  Mr.  Asay's  presentation  of  the  Maxwell  ordinance  was  mutually  exclusive 
and  for  Mirant  to  explain  how  they  will  meet  this  ordinance.  Mr.  Carroll  explained  that  the  two  were  not  mutually 
exclusive  and  that  Mirant  does  not  agree  with  all  of  the  ordinance. 

viii)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  what  were  the  possible  effects  on  the  bay  ecosystem.  Greg  Karras  replied 
that  the  proposed  plant  would  build  a  new  cooling  system,  reduce  dredging,  have  better  technology  and  would  not 
emit  a  lot  of  toxics. 

ix)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  about  initiatives  regarding  renewable  generation  and  efficiency  and  on  what 
scale  would  such  activity  make  it  unnecessary  to  build  additional  generation  such  as  the  proposal.  Mr.  Karras 
replied  that  comments  made  to  the  California  Energy  Commission  believe  that  previous  information  presented  is 
still  preliminary  but  that  efficiency  will  happen  in  a  shorter  time  scale.  He  stressed  the  need  to  consider  not  having 
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Hunters  Point  or  Potrero  Hill  and  have  a  smaller  plant  for  the  next  couple  of  decades  to  ease  into  the  transition. 

x)  Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  stated  that  she  hopes  community  meetings  occur  because  she  wants  to 
understand  both  sides  and  the  process.  She  suggested  having  a  meeting  in  Bayview  to  hear  Mirant's  entire 
presentation. 

xi)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  what  are  the  alternatives  to  the  proposed  that  would  resolve  problems  in 
an  effective  time  frame  because  of  the  immediate  need  of  power.  Mr.  Smeloff  replied  that  solutions  are  long  -term 
including  renewable  generation  and  energy  efficiency.  An  energy  plan  goal  includes  building  additional  peaking 
capacity  in  the  City  that  is  different  from  what  Mirant  proposes. 

xii)  Mr.  Broomhead  mentioned  a  California  State-Hayward  study  that  estimated  between  250-500 
megawatts  capacity  in  the  City  from  solar  sources.  He  suggested  reducing  the  City's  load  through  a  combination 
of  several  strategies  by  2010,  if  effort,  time,  resources,  plan  and  cooperation  were  available. 

xiii)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  if  a  simplicity  plan  exists  and  encouraged  the  Department  and  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  to  look  at  public  relations  packaging  of  an  alternative  proposal. 

xiv)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  why  Mirant  did  not  propose  BACT.  Mr.  Carroll  replied  that  it  is  difficult  to 
scale  technology  up  because  projects  were  smaller  in  scale  compared  to  Unit  7. 

g)        Public  Comments 

1 )  Marie  Harrison  spoke  of  family  health  concerns,  need  for  clean  air  and  ridding  the  local  environment  of 
pollution. 

2)  Commissioner  Hayes  noted  that  the  Mayor  has  allotted  money  to  improve  the  Hunters  Point 
community.  He  stated  the  Commission  takes  action  to  benefit  the  local  residents  and  some  money  has  been 
distributed  to  focus  on  environmental  justice  issues. 

3)  A  female  artist  stated  her  concerns  for  the  community,  (name  unclear) 

4)  A  male  resident  what  are  alternatives  and  does  a  proposal  exist  for  cleaner  alternatives.  He  encouraged 
closing  down  Hunters  Point  as  soon  as  possible,  upgrade  the  current  power  plant  and  guarantee  another  power 
supply. 

5)  A  Samoan  male,  resident  of  BVHP  said  that  the  pollution  cannot  be  blamed  on  the  new  plant.  He 
recommended  getting  parties  responsible  for  polluting  to  help  in  the  clean  up.  He  mentioned  that  residents  in 
public  housing  welcome  the  new  plant.  He  encouraged  recognizing  Mirant's  contribution  to  the  Polynesian  and 
African-American  community. 

6)  Ena  Aguirre  asked  if  the  city  really  needs  to  have  any  power  plants. 

7)  Bradley  Angell  of  Greenaction  said  there  won't  be  any  date  or  the  shutdown  of  Hunter's  Point  unless  the 
community  gets  involved.  He  stated  legislation  will  allow  the  PG&E  plant  to  stay  open.  He  encouraged  opposition 
to  Mirant's  expansion. 

8)  Matt  Lonner  of  PG&E,  stated  that  Unit  1  peaker  was  built  in  1976  to  provide  emergency  peaking  and 
described  the  different  units  in  southeast  San  Francisco.  He  said  that  no  fuel  is  burned  nor  steam  produced  and 
that  PG&E  operates  the  power  plant  below  legal  permitted  emission  levels.  He  stated  the  final  decision  is  with  the 
ISO  and  that  he  wants  to  shutdown  the  power  plant. 

9)  Caroline  Washington,  resident  of  BVHP  was  concerned  about  the  toxins'  effect  on  the  public  and  wants  to 
evaluate  residents'  health  and  address  those  already  affected 

10)  Douglas  Lam  recognized  the  Asian -American  community  in  BVHP  and  wants  to  include  them  in 
decision-making. 

1 1 )  Dana  Lanza  of  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice  noted  that  particulate  matter  from  the  power  plants 
blows  into  the  Bay  and  Oakland  and  encourages  the  Department  to  consider  the  bioregional  issues  and  not  just 
San  Francisco  issues. 

12)  Diana  (last  name  unclear)  asked  if  there  was  any  way  long  term  infrastructure  issues  could  be 
addressed 


8)  Communications  and  Correspondence  -  INFORMATION 

a.        Kristal  Aliyas  stated  that  the  Department  received  eight  letters  in  support  of  the  precautionary  principle 

9)  Director's  Report  -  INFORMATION 

h)        Director  Blumenfeld  highlighted  the  official  integration  of  the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  with  the 
Department  on  10/09/01.  Danielle  Dowers  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  is  on  loan  to 
develop  a  climate  action  plan.  Small  business  programs  retrofit  businesses  for  energy  efficient  lighting.  He  said  he 
is  working  with  a  contractor  (Newcomb)  and  is  in  the  process  of  negotiations.  The  Department  hosted  a  Solar 
Home  Tour  fueled  by  CNG  MUNI  buses.  He  mentioned  the  Department  participated  in  a  Sustainability  Fair  and 
that  the  Green  Building  Program  projects  include  the  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  and  the  Department's  future  office, 
525  Golden  Gate.  Director  Blumenfeld  met  with  most  department  heads  that  interface  with  environmental  issues 
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and  Board  of  Supervisors  to  work  on  achieving  environmental  progress  within  the  City.  The  Department  received 
the  Integrated  Pest  Management  innovative  award  by  the  State  of  California.  He  stated  the  City  has  reduced 
pesticide  use  by  50%  over  the  past  few  years.  The  Department  has  a  $13  million  grant  related  to  BVHP  and 
Potrero  Hill  neighborhoods. 

10)  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Report  -  INFORMATION 

a.        There  was  no  meeting  in  September.  The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on 
October  25,  at  4:30  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 


11)  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  Report  -  INFORMATION 

a)        The  Committee  met  on  10/10/01  and  discussed  the  budget  report  through  August  and  the  proposed 
schedule  of  hearings  around  the  City. 

12)  New  Business  -  INFORMATION 
a)        No  new  business. 

13)  President's  Announcements  -  INFORMATION 

a)  Commissioners  Bingham,  Bradford-Bell  and  Rodriguez  volunteer  to  serve  on  the  ad  hoc  Precautionary 
Principle  Committee 

b)  Commissioner  Hayes  suggests  a  new  meeting  day  (the  third  Tuesday  of  each  month)  as  the  regular 
meeting  day  for  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 

14)  Public  Comments. 

a)        included  in  previous  items 

15)  Adjournment 

a)        The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:56pm 
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ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 
Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical 
sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various 
chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67. 1 5  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  location  is  accessible  by  wheelchair  from  both  the  garage  and  street.  There  is  an  accessible  parking  lot  on 
Taylor  between  California  and  Sacramento.  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #1  -  California  and  the  California  Street 
Cable  Car.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are 
available  by  calling  355-3700. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin,  gender, 
or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's 
review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT  A 
VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall, 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683 
Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna  Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  will  amend  its  bylaws  during  the  1 1/20/01  meeting. 

*     This  is  a  special  meeting  because  it  is  not  held  at  the  regular  location  or  on  the  regular  meeting  day. 
**    The  Agenda  for  the  1 1/20/01  meeting  will  follow  in  a  separate  mailing. 
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TAYLOR  STREET  BETWEEN  SACRAMENTO  &  CALIFORNIA  (no  address)*** 
WILSEY  CONFERENCE  CENTER,  CONFERENCE  ROOM  A,  6:00  P.M. 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94108 


NOV  1  9  2001 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1. 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  October  15,  2001  Special  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  October  15,  2001  Special  Meeting)**** 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

4. 

Election  of  President  and  Vice-President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 

ACTION 

5. 

Presentation  on  Progress  of  Wood  Utility  Poles — re:  Resolution  No.  004-01-COE 
Wood  Preservatives 

Presentation  by  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  for  Pacific  Bell 
Presentation  by  Bob  Doss  &  Lester  Olmstead-Rose,  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric 

PRESENTATION 

6. 

Presentation  on  Arsenic-Treated  Wood 

Presentation  by  Paul  Bogart,  Healthy  Building  Network 

PRESENTATION 

7 

Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  011-01-COE  Arsenic  Treated-Wood 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE  Arsenic-Treated  Wood)**** 
Sponsored  by  Commissioner  Shah 

PRESENTATION 

8. 

Update  on  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant 

Presentation  by  Barry  Pearl,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Presentation  by  Jim  Martin,  Chair  of  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee 

ACTION 

11. 

Communications  &  Correspondence 

Kristal  Aliyas,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .  Letter  from  Jay  A.  Ach,  Manager  of  Regulatory  and  Environmental  Affairs  with 
comments  on  the  proposed  resolution  01 1-01-COE  Arsenic  Treated  Wood  (Explanatory 
Document:  Letter  from  Jay  A.  Ach,  Port  of  San  Francisco)**** 

2.  Letter  from  Janice  Marie  Barlow,  Executive  Director  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Janice  Marie  Barlow,  Marin  Breast  Cancer 
Watch)**** 

3.  Letter  from  Janis  C.  Brewer,  Executive  Director  in  support  of  the  Precautionary  Principle 
(Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Janis  C.  Brewer,  National  Brain  Tumor 
Foundation)**** 

4.  Postcard  from  Lena  Brook,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Lena  Brook)**** 

5.  Postcard  from  Jaysi  Chander,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Jaysi  Chander)**** 

6.  Postcard  from  Nancy  Evans,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Nancy  Evans)**** 

7.  Postcard  from  Neil  Gender,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Neil  Gender)**** 

8.  Postcard  from  William  Hanley,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  William  Hanley)**** 

9.  Postcard  from  Jessica  Hamburger,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Jessica  Hamburger)**** 

10.  Postcard  from  Betty-Lou  Harmon,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Betty-Lou  Harmon)**** 

1 1 .  Postcard  from  Bryan  V.  Knapp,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Bryan  V.  Knapp)**** 

12.  Letter  from  Patricia  E.  Martel,  General  Manager  expressing  gratitude  for  participation  in 
the  Environment  Fact  Bowl  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Patricia  E.  Martel,  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission)**** 

13.  Letter  from  Shirley  McGrath,  Patient  Services  Manager  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Shirley  McGrath,  The  Leukemia  & 
Lymphoma  Society)**** 

14.  Postcard  from  Shirley  McGrath,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Shirley  McGrath)**** 

15.  Letter  from  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss,  Public  Policy  Advocate  in  support  of  the  Arsenic- 
Treated  Wood  Resolution  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss, 
The  Breast  Cancer  Fund)**** 

16.  Postcard  from  Robert  Thayer,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Robert  Thayer)**** 

17.  Letter  from  Gina  M.  Solomon,  Senior  Scientist  in  support  of  the  Precautionary  Principle 
(Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Gina  M.  Solomon,  Natural  Resources  Defense 
Council)**** 

18.  Letter  form  Michael  J.  Steel,  Attorney  requesting  for  a  continuance  on  the  approval  of 
proposed  resolution  01 1-01-COE  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Michael  J.  Steel, 
Pillsbury  Winthrop,  LLP)**** 

19.  Letter  from  Supervisor  Leland  Y.  Yee,  Ph.D.  expressing  gratitude  for  participation  in  the 
City's  Sustainability  Fair  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Supervisor  Leland  Y. 
Yee,  Ph.D.,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors)**** 

INFORMATION 

12. 

Director's  Report 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)**** 

INFORMATION 

( 


13. 

Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  November  29  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of 
City  Hall. 

INFORMATION 

14. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Rodriguez,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  December  12  at  4:30  p.m.  at 
1 1  Grove  Street. 

INFORMATION 

15. 

New  Business 

1 .  Precautionary  Principle  ad  hoc  Committee 

INFORMATION 

16. 

President's  Announcements 

INFORMATION 

17. 

Public  Comments 

INFORMATION 

18. 

Adjournment 

This  is  a  special  meeting  because  it  is  not  held  at  the  regular  location  or  on  the  regular  meeting  day. 
Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  kristal_ahyas@ci.sf.ca. us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

^  1  Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE  Preservative-treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

2  November  20,  2001 

3  URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  TO  REQUIRE  CITY  DEPARTMENTS  TO 

4  PURCHASE  ONLY  ALTERNATIVES  TO  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD  CONTAINING  ARSENIC 

5  FOR  ALL  CITY  AND  COUNTY  CONSTRUCTION  AND  PROPERTY,  SEAL  AND  PLACE  WARNING 

6  LABELS  ON  EXISTING  PLAYGROUND  EQUIPMENT  MADE  OF  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD 

7  CONTAINING  ARSENIC,  AND  REPLACE  EXISTING  PLAYGROUND  STRUCTURES  AND  PARK 

8  EQUIPMENT  MADE  OF  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD  CONTAINING  ARSENIC  WITH  ARSENIC- 

9  FREE  ALTERNATIVES  AS  SOON  AS  PRACTICABLE. 

10  WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  specifically  pledges  to  "minimize  risks  to 

1 1  human  health  and  the  environment  by  striving  to  eliminate  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste"1; 

12  and, 

1 3  WHEREAS,  in  1 999,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Environmentally  Preferable 

14  Purchasing  Ordinance  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  to  aggressively  pursue  the  goal  of 

15  reducing  the  health  and  environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its  operations2;  and, 

16  WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  in 

17  1996  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the  negative  impact  of 

18  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment3;  and, 

19  WHEREAS,  wood  preservatives  are  registered  pesticides  and  the  Integrated  Pest  Management 

20  Ordinance  does  not  currently  include  any  wood  preservatives  on  the  "Approved  List  of  Reduced  Risk 

21  Pesticides"  for  San  Francisco4;  and, 


1  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  1997,  p.  49. 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  2 IF  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing, 
http  ://www.  sfhzawaste  .org/City/city-city-ordinance  .htm. . 

3  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program. 

4  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  Report  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  2000,  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Program,  http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/ipm/list  2000/coverhtm#list2000. 
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Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 


1  WHEREAS,  some  wood  preservatives  contain  arsenic  compounds;  and, 

2  WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  a  resolution 

3  supporting  a  Congressional  Bill  mandating  that  all  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is  labeled 

4  appropriately5;  and, 

5  WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment6  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors7  of  the  City  and  County 

6  of  San  Francisco  passed  a  resolution  urging  reduced  use  of  toxic  wood  preservatives  in  wood  utility 

7  poles,  including  arsenic-containing  treatments;  and, 

8  WHEREAS,  the  Presidio  Trust  recognizes  the  negative  health  effects  from  arsenic  and  therefore  does  not 

9  purchase  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic8;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Park  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  no  longer 

1 1  installs  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  its  playgrounds  and  has  demonstrated  leadership 

I 

12  in  investigating  alternatives  to  the  use  of  arsenic-treated  wood;  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  legislation  banning  the  use  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  playground 

14  equipment  is  currently  pending  in  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives9  and  the  Florida  state 

15  legislature10,  and  has  passed  in  Alachua  County,  Florida11,  and, 


5  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  557-01,  File  01 1208,  Resolution  of  support 
for  Senate  Bill  877.  July  13,  2001. 

6  Commission  on  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Resolution  No.  004-0 1-COE.  Wood 
Preservatives,  May  21,  2001. 

7  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  512-01,  File  011117,  Wood  Preservatives 
Resolution,  June  29,  2001. 

8  Presidio  Trust  Internal  Memorandum,  "Treated  Dimensional  Lumber,"  From  Bruce  Anderson  to  Steve  Potts  et  al, 
October  19,  2001 .  On  file  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  with  the  Commission  Secretary. 

9  107th  Congress,  1st  Session,  H.R.  2727,  "Arsenic-Lumber  Child  Protection  Act,"  introduced  August  2,  2001.  (to 
establish  a  labeling  requirement  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  in  order  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  arsenic-treated  lumber  to  manufacture  playground  equipment,  and  for  other  purposes). 

10  Florida  Legislature,  H  1 13,  "Relating  to  Treated  Wood,"  prefiled  September  11,  2001,  (prohibits  use  of  wood 
products  treated  with  chromated  copper  arsenate  in  publicly  funded  playground  equipment,  and  prohibits  state 
agencies  from  purchasing  wood  treated  with  chromated  copper  arsenate,  inter  alia). 

1 1  Alachua  County  (Florida)  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  acceptance  of  report  "Chromated  Copper  Arsenate 
(CCA)  Pressure  Treated  Wood  Inventory  and  Management  Practices  in  Alachua  County,"  September  25,  2001 
(recommending,  inter  alia,  arsenic-free  wood  for  county  purchasing,  replacement  of  arsenic-contaminated  mulch  and 
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Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 


Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 


1  WHEREAS,  legislation  requiring  a  warning  label  on  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is 

2  currently  pending  in  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives12  and  the  United  States  Senate13,  and, 

3  WHEREAS,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  recently  expanded  its  consumer  information  program 

4  for  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  implementing  end-tag  labeling  for  such  wood,  in-store 

5  bin  stickers  and  signs,  and  a  toll-free  consumer  information  hotline  and  website;  and, 

6  WHEREAS,  arsenic  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen14;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  in  addition  to  skin  and  lung  cancer,  arsenic  is  also  known  to  cause  neurological  problems, 

8  numbness,  paralysis,  and  other  human  health  problems  including:  nausea  and  vomiting;  decreased 

9  production  of  red  and  white  blood  cells;  abnormal  heart  rhythm;  blood  vessel  and  skin  damage15;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  many  arsenical  treatments,  including  Copper  Chromium  Arsenate,  also  contain  chromium 

1 1  VI16,  which  is  listed  as  a  chemical  known  to  cause  cancer  under  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and 


12  Toxic  Enforcement  Act17  and  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen 

13  of  high  carcinogenic  hazard18;  and, 


soil  in  playground  areas,  and  replacement  of  CCA-containing  playgrounds  and  picnic  tables  with  arsenic-free 
alternative  equipment) 

12  107th  Con  gress,  1st  Session,  H.R.  2721,  "Arsenic-Treated  Wood  Mandatory  Labeling  Act,"  introduced  August  2, 
2001  (to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  to  require  that  a  warning  label  be  affixed  to  arsenic-treated 
wood  sold  in  the  United  States) 

13  107™  Congress,  1st  Session,  S.  877,  "Arsenic-Treated  Wood  Mandatory  Labeling  Act,"  introduced  May  14,  2001, 
(to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  to  require  that  a  warning  label  be  affixed  to  arsenic -treated  wood 
sold  in  the  United  States). 

14U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Arsenic.  Environmental 
Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Health  and  Environmental  Assessment,  Office  of  Research  and 
Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 

1  Agency  for  Toxic  and  Substances  and  Disease  Registry  (ATSDR).  2000.  Toxicological  Profile  for  Arsenic. 
Atlanta,  GA:  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Public  Health  Service. 

16  Brooks,  K.  M.  1993.  Anticipated  Environmental  Impacts  from  the  use  of  Chromated  Copper  Arsenate  (CCA) 
Treated  Wood.  Prepared  for  Western  Wood  Preservers  Institute. 

17  State  of  California,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment,  Safe 
Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act  of  1986.  Chemicals  Known  to  the  State  to  Cause  Cancer  or 
Reproductive  Toxicity.  June  22,  2001.  http://www.oelma.org/prop65/prop65_list/Newlist.html. 

18  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards,  Chromium  and 
Compounds,  Hazard  Summary,  http://www.epa.gov/ttn/ua1w/hlthef/chronnum.html. 
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Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

WHEREAS,  studies  conducted  in  California19,  Connecticut20,  and  Florida21  show  that  arsenic  leaches 

2  from  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  and  can  end  up  on  children's  hands  and  in  their 

3  mouths;  and, 

4  WHEREAS,  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  poses  potential  health  risks  in  manufacture,  by 

5  affecting  workers  who  make  the  product22,  and  disposal,  by  leaching  into  groundwater  from  landfills23; 

6  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  144  million  pounds  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  are  used  annually  in  the 

8  United  States24,  and, 

9  WHEREAS,  wooden  playground  and  park  equipment  (including  picnic  tables  and  park  benches) 

10  throughout  San  Francisco  are  made  of  wood  that  has  been  pressure-treated  with  arsenicals,  to  kill  insects 

1 1  and  prevent  rot;  and, 


12  WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic,  by  playing  on  wooden  playground 

13  and  park  equipment  made  from  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 

14  WHEREAS,  parents  have  no  way  of  knowing  that  their  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic, 

15  because  there  is  no  warning  sign  on  playground  and  park  equipment  made  from  preservative-treated 

16  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 


19  California  Department  of  Health  Services.  1987.  Evaluation  of  hazards  posed  by  the  use  of  wood  preservatives 
on  playground  equipment.  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment.  Report  to  the  Legislature. 

20  Stillwell,  D.E.  1999.  Arsenic  in  Pressure  Treated  Wood.  Department  of  Analytical  Chemistry,  The  Connecticut 
Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  http://www.caes.state.ct.us/plantscienceday/1999psd/arsenic99.htm. 

21  Roberts,  S.M.  and  H.O.  Ochoa.  2001.  Report  assessing  the  risks  from  arsenic  exposure  through  direct  contact 
with  CCA-treated  wood.  Untitled.  Submitted  to  John  Ruddell,  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection. 
April  10,  2001. 

22  California  Department  of  Health  Services,  Hazard  Evaluation  System  and  Information  Service  (HESIS)  Fact 
Sheet,  "Wood  Preservatives  Containing  Arsenic  and  Chromates",  February  1990. 
http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ohb/hesis/arsen2.htm. 

23  Tom,  Patricia-Anne,  "Poison  Wood:  Good  Wood  Gone  Bad,"  Waste  Age  magazine  Special  Report,  August  9, 
2001  (available  at  www.wasteage.com  and  on  file  with  Commission  Secretary). 

24  American  Wood  Preservers  Institute,  1997,  "1996  American  Wood  Preserving  Industry  Production  Statistical 
Report"  (Fairfax,  Virginia). 
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Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

1  WHEREAS,  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic  at  state  parks,  and  national  parks,  by  eating  on 

2  picnic  tables,  sitting  on  park  benches,  and  playing  on  play  structures  constructed  with  preservative- 

3  treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 

4  WHEREAS,  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is  used  in  a  wide  variety  of  applications, 

5  including,  sill  plates,  building  supports,  fence  posts  and  stairs;  and, 

6  WHEREAS,  there  are  a  variety  of  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic 

7  compounds  readily  available  throughout  California,  including  non-wood  substances  such  as  metal  and 

8  recycled  non-chlorinated  plastic,  sustainably  harvested  naturally  pest-  and  rot-resistant  woods,  and 

9  alternative  wood  treatments  such  as  Alkaline  Copper  Quaternary  ("ACQ")  and  Copper  Boron  Azole 

10  ("CBA"),  and, 

1 1  WHEREAS,  there  is  currently  no  alternative  to  pressure  treated  wood  products  containing  arsenic 

12  approved  for  use  in  aquatic  environments  now,  therefore,  be  it 

13  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to 

14  develop  a  list  of  environmentally  preferable  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic 

1 5  for  non-aquatic  uses  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution;  and,  be  it 

16  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

17  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  and  contractors 

18  performing  work  pursuant  to  City  contracts  to  purchase  only  pressure  treated  wood  products  from  the 

19  Department  of  the  Environment's  approved  list  of  environmentally  preferable  alternatives  to  preservative- 

20  treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and,  be  it 

21  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

22  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  departments  who  own  or  maintain 

23  existing  City  playground  and  park  equipment,  such  as  benches,  picnic  tables  and  playsets,  constructed 
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Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

1  with  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  to  develop  a  timeline  and  cost  analysis  for  replacing 

2  them  with  arsenic-free  alternatives  and  present  the  timeline  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this 

3  resolution  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment;  and,  be  it 

4  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

5  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  who  maintain 

6  existing  playground  and  park  equipment  made  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  where 

7  contact  with  human  skin  is  likely  to  ensure  proper  sealing  in  accordance  with  California  Health  and  Safety 

8  Code  section  1 1 5775  until  such  time  that  all  structures  have  been  replaced  with  arsenic-free  alternatives; 

9  and,  be  it 

10  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  all  City  Departments  wishing  to 

1 1  dispose  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  to  ensure  that  the  wood  is  not  re-used,  burned 

12  nor  used  for  wood  chips  or  mulch,  but  is  disposed  of  in  an  approved  landfill;  and,  be  it 

13  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

14  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  who  own,  purchase 

15  or  maintain  City  playground  and  park  equipment  to  place  warning  labels  indicating  they  are  constructed 

16  out  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  and,  be  it 

17  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

18  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  write  a  letter  urging  the  State  of  California  to  stop 

19  purchasing  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  replace  all  existing  state  park  equipment  (such 

20  as  benches  and  picnic  tables)  constructed  with  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  with  arsenic- 

21  free  alternatives  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  ensure  sealing  of  existing  structures  in  accordance  with 

22  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  1 15775  until  such  time  that  all  structures  have  been  replaced 
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Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

1  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  Building 

2  Inspection  to  investigate  the  possibility  of  a  citywide  ban  on  the  sale  and  installation  of  preservative- 

3  treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  and,  be  it 

4  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to 

5  actively  investigate  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  for  use  in  marine 

6  environments  and  to  seal  docks  and  piers  where  human  contact  is  likely,  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to 

8  require  that  all  treated  wood  purchased  for  use  in  Port  facilities  be  certified  as  produced  in  conformance 

9  with  the  Best  Management  Practices  for  Treated  Wood  Used  in  Aquatic  Environments25. 


Western  Wood  Preservers  Institute/Canadian  Institute  of  Treated  Wood.  Best  Management  Practices  for  the  Use 
of  Treated  Wood  in  Aquatic  Environments.  July  1996.  www.wwpinstitute.org 
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ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 

REVISED  NOTICE  OF  SPECIAL* 

MEETING  AND  AGENDA** 
TUESDAY,  NOVEMBER  20,  2001 
GRACE  CATHEDRAL 
TAYLOR  STREET  BETWEEN  SACRAMENTO  &  CALIFORNIA  (no  address)*** 
WTLSEY  CONFERENCE  CENTER,  CONFERENCE  ROOM  A,  6:00  P.M. 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94108 

ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical 
sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various 
chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for 
the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  location  is  accessible  by  wheelchair  from  both  the  garage  and  street.  There  is  an  accessible  parking  lot  on 
Taylor  between  California  and  Sacramento.  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are  the  #1  -  California  and  the  California  Street 
Cable  Car.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of 
minutes,  sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are 
available  by  calling  355-3700. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin,  gender, 
or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that 
deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT  A 
VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna  Hall, 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683 
Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna  Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  will  amend  its  bylaws  during  the  1 1/20/01  meeting. 

*  This  is  a  special  meeting  because  it  is  not  held  at  the  regular  location  or  on  the  regular  meeting  day. 

**         The  Agenda  for  the  1 1/20/01  meeting  will  follow  in  a  separate  mailing. 

***        Please  note  that  the  meeting  location  has  been  revised  from  1 100  California  Street  to  the  Wilsey  Conference 
Center  on  Taylor  Street 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


RANDALL  HAYES,  PRESIDENT 
PARIN  SHAH,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 


REBECCA  EVANS 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


REVISED  SPECIAL*  MEETING  AGENDA 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
TUESDAY,  NOVEMBER  20,  2001 
GRACE  CATHEDRAL 
TAYLOR  STREET  BETWEEN  SACRAMENTO  &  CALIFORNIA  (no  address) 
WILSEY  CONFERENCE  CENTER,  CONFERENCE  ROOM  A,  6:00  P.M. 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94108 


1. 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  October  15,  2001  Special  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  October  15,  2001  Special  Meeting)**** 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

4. 

Election  of  President  and  Vice-President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 

ACTION 

5. 

Presentation  on  Progress  of  Wood  Utility  Poles — re:  Resolution  No.  004-01-COE 
Wood  Preservatives 

Presentation  by  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  for  Pacific  Bell 
Presentation  by  Bob  Doss  &  Lester  Olmstead-Rose,  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric 

PRESENTATION 

6. 

Presentation  on  Arsenic-Treated  Wood 

Presentation  by  Paul  Bogart,  Healthy  Building  Network 
Presentation  by  Bill  Hayward,  Hayward  Lumber 
Presentation  by  Michael  Steel,  Treated  Wood  Council 

PRESENTATION 

7. 

Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  011-01-COE  Preservative-Treated  Wood 
Containing  Arsenic 

(Explanatory  Document:  Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE  Arsenic-Treated  Wood)**** 
Sponsored  by  Commissioner  Shah 

ACTION 

8. 

Update  on  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant 

Presentation  by  Barry  Pearl,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
Presentation  by  Jim  Martin,  Chair  of  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee 

PRESENTATION 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

NOV  1  6  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Communications  &  Correspondence 

Kristal  Aliyas,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 


1. 


2. 


5. 


6. 


9. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


Letter  from  Jay  A.  Ach,  Manager  of  Regulatory  and  Environmental  Affairs  with 

comments  on  the  proposed  resolution  011-01-COE  Arsenic  Treated  Wood  (Explanatory 

Document:  Letter  from  Jay  A.  Ach,  Port  of  San  Francisco)**** 

Letter  from  Janice  Marie  Barlow,  Executive  Director  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Janice  Marie  Barlow,  Marin  Breast  Cancer 

Watch)**** 

Letter  from  Janis  C.  Brewer,  Executive  Director  in  support  of  the  Precautionary  Principle 
(Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Janis  C.  Brewer,  National  Brain  Tumor 
Foundation)**** 

Postcard  from  Lena  Brook,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Lena  Brook)**** 

Postcard  from  Jaysi  Chander,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Jaysi  Chander)**** 

Postcard  from  Nancy  Evans,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Nancy  Evans)**** 

Postcard  from  Neil  Gender,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Neil  Gender)**** 

Postcard  from  William  Hanley,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  William  Hanley)**** 

Postcard  from  Jessica  Hamburger,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Jessica  Hamburger)**** 

Postcard  from  Betty-Lou  Harmon,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Betty-Lou  Harmon)**** 

Postcard  from  Bryan  V.  Knapp,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Bryan  V.  Knapp)**** 

Letter  from  Patricia  E.  Martel,  General  Manager  expressing  gratitude  for  participation  in 

the  Environment  Fact  Bowl  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Patricia  E.  Martel,  San 

Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission)**** 

Letter  from  Shirley  McGrath,  Patient  Services  Manager  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Shirley  McGrath,  The  Leukemia  & 
Lymphoma  Society)**** 

Postcard  from  Shirley  McGrath,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Shirley  McGrath)**** 
Letter  from  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss,  Public  Policy  Advocate  in  support  of  the  Arsenic- 
Treated  Wood  Resolution  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Joan  Reinhardt  Reiss, 
The  Breast  Cancer  Fund)**** 

Postcard  from  Robert  Thayer,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 

Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Robert  Thayer)**** 

Letter  from  Gina  M.  Solomon,  Senior  Scientist  in  support  of  the  Precautionary  Principle 

(Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Gina  M.  Solomon,  Natural  Resources  Defense 

Council)**** 

Letter  form  Michael  J.  Steel,  Attorney  requesting  for  a  continuance  on  the  approval  of 
proposed  resolution  01 1-01-COE  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Michael  J.  Steel, 
Pillsbury  Winthrop,  LLP)**** 

Letter  from  Supervisor  Leland  Y.  Yee,  Ph.D.  expressing  gratitude  for  participation  in  the 
City's  Sustainability  Fair  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Supervisor  Leland  Y. 
Yee,  Ph.D.,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors)**** 


INFORMATION 


10.     Director's  Report 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)****  


INFORMATION 


11.     Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  on  November  29  at  6:00  p.m.  in  Room  421  of 
City  Hall.   


INFORMATION 


12. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Rodriguez,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  December  12  at  4:30  p.m.  at 

1  1  VJUJVC  OUCCl. 

INFORMATION 

13. 

New  Business 

1.    r  l  t-L,u.u.Liuiiai  y  zrtiiicijjiu  <*\x  iiuv*  \_/utmiiiii^v 

INFORMATION 

14. 

President's  Announcements 

INFORMATION 

15. 

Public  Comments 

INFORMATION 

16. 

Adjournment 

This  is  a  special  meeting  because  it  is  not  held  at  the  regular  location  or  on  the  regular  meeting  day. 
Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment_commission;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  kristal_aliyas@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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Board  of  Supervisors 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


LelandY.  Yee,Ph.D. 


Chair.  Neighborhood  Services  and  Parks  Commitiee 
Vice-Chair.  Public  Health  and  Environment  Committee 
District  Four  Supervisor 


November  l,  200 1 


Randall  Hayes,  President 
Department  of  the  Environment 
1 1  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  President  Hayes: 

Thank  you  for  acting  as  a  member  of  the  City  Officials'  panel  for  the  Environment  Fact 
Bowl.  I  know  that  it  was  a  lot  of  work  to  prepare  for  the  competition.  But  the  students 
got  a  great  deal  out  of  it-and  it  was  fun  to  see  how  the  students  grew  in  self-confidence  ss 
the  competition  progressed. 

Over  2,500  compact  fluorescent  light  bulbs  were  distributed  to  San  Francisco  residents. 
Over  70  students  competed  in  the  Renewable  Energy  Inventors'  Contest  for  middle 
school  students  and  over  800  students  competed  in  the  "Using  Water  Wisely. .  .It's  A 
Way  of  Life"  poster  contest.  We  had  82  entries  in  the  Recycled  Fashion  Contest. 

We  estimated  that  approximately  4,500-5,000  people  attended  the  fair.  I  am  already 
making  plans  for  the  next  one-and  definitely  would  like  you  to  be  a  part  of  it! 

Thank  you  again  for  helping  us  out  with  the  Sustainability  Fair! 


Lettnd  Y.  Yee^.D 

Board  of  Supervisors 


>ne  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244  •  San  Francisco.  CA  94102-4689 
(415)554-7752  •  Fax  (4 15)  554-775 1  •  TDD/TTY  (415)  554-5227 
Lcland_Yee(§Jci.sf'.ca.us  •  www.LclandYcc.com 
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NRDC 


Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 


The  Earth's  Best  Defense 


October  18,  2001 
Randy  Hayes,  President 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  the  San  Francisco  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  President  Hayes: 

I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  and  our  members  in  San 
Francisco  to  express  our  support  for  the  proposed  resolution  to  formally  include  the 
precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision-making. 

San  Francisco  has  been  a  leader  in  many  aspects  of  environmental  and  health  protection. 
City  and  county  activities  on  pesticide  use  reduction,  green  purchasing,  and  current  efforts 
to  eliminate  Persistent  Organic  Pollutants  are  all  proactive  examples.  Efforts  initiated  in 
recent  years  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  picked  up  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  by  other  local  counties  include  the  landmark  resolutions  on  mercury  and 
dioxins.  Yet,  as  you  know,  we  still  have  a  long  way  to  go.  Recent  struggles  to  get  dirty 
diesel  buses  off  the  San  Francisco  streets  illustrate  that  health  and  environmental  protection 
is  not  always  paramount  in  city  decision-making. 

Adopting  the  Precautionary  Principle  would  do  two  things:  first,  it  would  make  a  general 
ethical  statement  about  the  priorities  of  our  city  and  county  that  could  be  held  up  as  a  model 
to  other  government  bodies;  second,  in  the  future  when  decisions  involving  purchasing, 
land  use,  or  local  ordinances  come  up  before  city  and  county  decision-makers,  those  of  us 
working  to  protect  health  and  the  environment  would  have  a  clear  statement  in  policy  that 
we  can  use  to  help  assure  that  the  most  precautionary  approach  is  chosen. 

NRDC  strongly  encourages  the  Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  approval. 


Sincerely, 


Gina  M.  Solomon, 
Senior  Scientist 


,  M.P.H. 


.nrdc.org 


71  Stevenson  Street,  Suite  1825 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

TEL  415  777-0220    FAX  415  495-5996 


NEW  YORK 


WASHINGTON,  DC 


LOS  ANGELES 


October  16,  2001 


Randy  Hayes,  President 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  the  San  Francisco  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  President  Hayes: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  for  the  proposed  resolution  instituting  the 
precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision-making.  I  am  the  Patient  Services 
Manager  for  The  Leukemia  &  Lymphoma  Society  whose  mission  is  to  cure  leukemia, 
lymphoma,  Hodgkin's  disease  and  myeloma  and  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  patients 
and  their  families.  We  serve  24  counties  in  Northern  California,  including  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area. 

The  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  the  health  of  the  people  of  San 
Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  establishing 
Integrated  Pest  Management,  which  utilizes  the  smallest  quantities  of  the  least  toxic 
pesticides  and  on  occasion,  has  eliminated  pesticide  use. 

San  Francisco  would  be  a  healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  to  seriously 
affect  our  health  were  made  with  such  considerations.  The  basic  idea  is  "better  safe  than 
sorry".  The  idea  is  simple;  when  there  is  a  potential  threat  to  health  or  the  environment 
and  lack  of  scientific  certainty,  alternatives  should  be  considered.  This  approach  is  far 
from  new  since  it  has  been  embodied  in  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  since 


Because  there  are  possible  environmental  links  with  lymphoma,  and  its  incidence  is 
rapidly  increasing,  I  strongly  encourage  the  Commission  to  send  this  resolution  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval. 


1970. 


Sincerely, 


Shirley  McGrath 
Patient  Services  Manager 
415-625-1105 


mcgraths@ca-sf.  leukemia-lymphoma.org 


o 

Pll_l_SBURY  WINTHROP 


50  FREMONT  STREET  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  94105-2228  415.983.1000  F:  4 1  5.983. 1  200 
MAILING  ADDRESS:  P.  O.  BOX  7880  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  94120-7880 


October  25,  2001 


Michael  J.  Steel 
415.983.7320 


msteel@pillsburyvvinthrop.com 


VTA  FACSIMILE/  MESSENGER/  EMAIL 


Ms.  Rebecca  Evans 
Chair,  Planning  and  Policy  Committee 
Commission  of  the  Environment 
1 1  Grove  Street 


San  Francisco,  C A  94102  ^ 

Re:      Proposed  Resolution  01 1-01-COE 
Dear  Ms.  Evans: 

Our  firm  represents  Osmos  Inc.,  a  manufacturer  of  wood  preservatives,  including  CCA. 
As  such,  Osmos  would  clearly  be  affected  by  any  new  policy  relating  to  wood 
preservatives.  Osmos  also  has  extensive  scientific  information  that  would  be  helpful  to 
the  Commission  as  it  develops  policy  on  this  issue. 

We  became  aware  of  the  meeting  of  tonight's  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  just  a  few 
hours  ago,  and  have  not  had  any  opportunity  to  prepare  comments  or  to  consider  the 
proposed  resolution.  Indeed,  although  I  requested  a  copy  of  the  resolution  by  email  as 
soon  as  I  heard  about  it,  I  have  yet  to  receive  a  response.  (The  City's  website  returns  an 
error  message  when  one  goes  to  the  address  given  in  the  meeting  notice). 

Osmos  would  very  much  like  to  be  heard  on  this  important  issue,  and  respectfully 
requests  that  the  hearing  on  this  matter  be  continued  to  the  next  regularly  scheduled 
committee  meeting,  or  at  least  30  days,  so  that  it  may  confer  with  you  and  prepare 
appropriate  comments. 

We  very  much  appreciate  your  willingness  to  consider  this  request. 
Very  truly  yours,  * 


Michael  J.  Steel 


10559503vl 


T0-d  "IU101 


November  13,  2001 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
Attn:  Kristal  Aliyas 
1 1  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Fax  415/ 554-6393 


Re:  Support  of  resolution  banning  arsenic-treated  wood 
Dear  Commissioners. 

This  letter  is  being  written  to  express  the  support  of  The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  (TBCF)  for 
the  proposed  resolution  banning  arsenic-treated  wood  in  San  Francisco. 

Arsenic  is  known  to  cause  skin  cancer,  lung  cancer,  neurological  problems,  and  paralysis, 
among  other  health  effects  San  Francisco's  kids  already  live  in  a  stew  of  toxic 
chemicals.  Allowing  arsenic  into  the  places  where  they  play  every  day  exposes  them  to 
an  unnecessary  and  unconscionable  risk.  San  Francisco  has  pledged  to  "Stop  Cancer 
Where  it  Starts."  Banning  arsenic-treated  wood  from  our  city  is  an  ideal  opportunity  to 
do  so. 

The  Breast  Cancer  Fund  seeks  to  end  the  breast  cancer  epidemic.  We  work  to 
eliminate  the  environmental  causes  of  the  disease,  develop  safe  methods  of 
detection  and  treatment,  and  secure  access  to  care  for  all.  We  urge  your  support  for  this 
resolution  which  will  make  San  Francisco  a  healthier  city. 


Jbw  Reinhardt  Reiss,  Public  Policy  Advocate 
The  Breast  Cancer  Fund 
2107  OTarrell  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 1 5-34 1 9 
PH:415  346-8223 
FX:  415  346-2975 
reissjm@aol.com 
www.breastcancerfund.  org 


Sincerely, 


CEHA*ltr.b21 


2107  O'Farrell  it  Uivijadero    •   S*n  Francisco  CA  941  1 5.  J4 1 9 
TSl  415  344.8223    •  f*x  41 S  346  297S    •   web  vww.breutcincerfund.org    •  email 


San  Francisco  public  Utilities  Commission 


1  1  55  Market  St.,  4th  Floor.  San  Francisco.  CA  94  i  03  •  Tel.  (415)  554-31  55 


October  18,  2001 


clean  Water 


WILLIE  L.  BROWN,  JR. 

MAYOR 

ANN  MOLLER  CAEN 

PRESIDENT 

E.  DENNIS  NORMANDY 

VICE  PRESIDENT 

FRANK  L.  COOK 

ASHOK  KUMAR  BHATT 

PATRICIA  E.  MARTEL 

GENERAL  MANAGER 


) 


President  Randall  Hayes 
Commission  on  the  Environment 
1 1  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  President  Hayes: 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  being  on  the  City  Officials'  panel  for  the  Environment  Fact  Bowl.  I  know 
that  you  had  to  review  220  questions  on  water  conservation,  energy  efficiency,  ecology  and 
recycling.  But  it  was  great  to  see  your  team  compete  neck-to-neck  with  the  winning  high  school 
team,  Mission. 

We  distributed  over  2,500  compact  fluorescent  light  bulbs  to  San  Francisco  residents.  We  received 
70  outstanding  inventions  for  the  Renewable  Energy  Inventors'  Contest  for  middle  school  students. 
Over  800  elementary  students  competed  in  the  "Using  Water  Wisely. .  .It's  A  Way  of  Life"  poster 
contest.  The  Recycled  Fashion  Show  had  82  unique  and  wonderful  fashions.  We  estimated  that 
approximately  4,500-5,000  people  attended  the  fair. 

Thank  you  again,  President  Hayes  for  being  part  of  the  City  Officials'  panel! 


General  Manager 


J 


( 


( 


Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

1  Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE  Preservative-treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

2  November  20,  2001 

3  URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  TO  REQUIRE  CITY  DEPARTMENTS  TO 

4  PURCHASE  ONLY  ALTERNATIVES  TO  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD  CONTAINING  ARSENIC 

5  FOR  ALL  CITY  AND  COUNTY  CONSTRUCTION  AND  PROPERTY,  SEAL  AND  PLACE  WARNING 

6  LABELS  ON  EXISTING  PLAYGROUND  EQUIPMENT  MADE  OF  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD 

7  CONTAINING  ARSENIC,  AND  REPLACE  EXISTING  PLAYGROUND  STRUCTURES  AND  PARK 

8  EQUIPMENT  MADE  OF  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD  CONTAINING  ARSENIC  WITH  ARSENIC- 

9  FREE  ALTERNATIVES  AS  SOON  AS  PRACTICABLE. 

10  WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  specifically  pledges  to  "minimize  risks  to 

1 1  human  health  and  the  environment  by  striving  to  eliminate  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste"1; 

12  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  in  1999,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Environmentally  Preferable 

14  Purchasing  Ordinance  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  to  aggressively  pursue  the  goal  of 

15  reducing  the  health  and  environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its  operations2;  and, 

16  WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  in 

17  1996  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the  negative  impact  of 

1 8  pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment3;  and, 

19  WHEREAS,  wood  preservatives  are  registered  pesticides  and  the  Integrated  Pest  Management 

20  Ordinance  does  not  currently  include  any  wood  preservatives  on  the  "Approved  List  of  Reduced  Risk 

21  Pesticides"  for  San  Francisco4;  and, 


1  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  1997,  p.  49. 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  2 IF  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing, 
http://www.s1h2awaste.org/City/ciry-city-0rdinance.htm.. 

3  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program. 

4  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  Report  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  2000,  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Program,  http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/ipm/list  2000/coverhtm#list2000. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


1 


Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 


1  WHEREAS,  some  wood  preservatives  contain  arsenic  compounds;  and, 

2  WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  a  resolution 

3  supporting  a  Congressional  Bill  mandating  that  all  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is  labeled 

4  appropriately5;  and, 

5  WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment6  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors7  of  the  City  and  County 

6  of  San  Francisco  passed  a  resolution  urging  reduced  use  of  toxic  wood  preservatives  in  wood  utility 

7  poles,  including  arsenic-containing  treatments;  and, 

8  WHEREAS,  the  Presidio  Trust  recognizes  the  negative  health  effects  from  arsenic  and  therefore  does  not 

9  purchase  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic8;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Park  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  no  longer 

1 1  installs  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  its  playgrounds  and  has  demonstrated  leadership 

12  in  investigating  alternatives  to  the  use  of  arsenic-treated  wood;  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  legislation  banning  the  use  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  playground 

14  equipment  is  currently  pending  in  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives9  and  the  Florida  state 

15  legislature10,  and  has  passed  in  Alachua  County,  Florida11,  and, 


5  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  557-01,  File  01 1208,  Resolution  of  support 
for  Senate  Bill  877.  July  13,  2001. 

6  Commission  on  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Resolution  No.  004-0 1-COE.  Wood 
Preservatives,  May  21,  2001. 

7  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  512-01,  File  011117,  Wood  Preservatives 
Resolution,  June  29,  2001. 

8  Presidio  Trust  Internal  Memorandum,  "Treated  Dimensional  Lumber,"  From  Bruce  Anderson  to  Steve  Potts  et  al, 
October  19,  2001.  On  file  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  with  the  Commission  Secretary. 

9  107th  Congress,  1st  Session,  H.R.  2727,  "Arsenic-Lumber  Child  Protection  Act,"  introduced  August  2,  2001.  (to 
establish  a  labeling  requirement  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  in  order  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  arsenic-treated  lumber  to  manufacture  playground  equipment,  and  for  other  purposes). 

10  Florida  Legislature,  H  1 13,  "Relating  to  Treated  Wood,"  prefiled  September  11,  2001,  (prohibits  use  of  wood 
products  treated  with  chromated  copper  arsenate  in  publicly  funded  playground  equipment,  and  prohibits  state 
agencies  from  purchasing  wood  treated  with  chromated  copper  arsenate,  inter  alia). 

1 1  Alachua  County  (Florida)  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  acceptance  of  report  "Chromated  Copper  Arsenate 
(CCA)  Pressure  Treated  Wood  Inventory  and  Management  Practices  in  Alachua  County,"  September  25,  2001 
(recommending,  inter  alia,  arsenic-free  wood  for  county  purchasing,  replacement  of  arsenic-contaminated  mulch  and 
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Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

1  WHEREAS,  legislation  requiring  a  warning  label  on  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is 

2  currently  pending  in  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives12  and  the  United  States  Senate13,  and, 

3  WHEREAS,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  recently  expanded  its  consumer  information  program 

4  for  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  implementing  end-tag  labeling  for  such  wood,  in-store 

5  bin  stickers  and  signs,  and  a  toll-free  consumer  information  hotline  and  website;  and, 

6  WHEREAS,  arsenic  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen14;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  in  addition  to  skin  and  lung  cancer,  arsenic  is  also  known  to  cause  neurological  problems, 

8  numbness,  paralysis,  and  other  human  health  problems  including:  nausea  and  vomiting;  decreased 

9  production  of  red  and  white  blood  cells;  abnormal  heart  rhythm;  blood  vessel  and  skin  damage15;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  many  arsenical  treatments,  including  Copper  Chromium  Arsenate,  also  contain  chromium 

1 1  VI16,  which  is  listed  as  a  chemical  known  to  cause  cancer  under  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and 

12  Toxic  Enforcement  Act17  and  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen 

13  of  high  carcinogenic  hazard18;  and, 


soil  in  playground  areas,  and  replacement  of  CCA-containing  playgrounds  and  picnic  tables  with  arsenic-free 
alternative  equipment) 

12  107th  Congress,  1st  Session,  H.R.  2721,  "Arsenic-Treated  Wood  Mandatory  Labeling  Act,"  introduced  August  2, 
2001  (to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  to  require  that  a  warning  label  be  affixed  to  arsenic-treated 
wood  sold  in  the  United  States) 

13  107™  Congress,  1st  Session,  S.  877,  "Arsenic-Treated  Wood  Mandatory  Labeling  Act,"  introduced  May  14,  2001, 
(to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  to  require  that  a  warning  label  be  affixed  to  arsenic-treated  wood 
sold  in  the  United  States). 

,4U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Arsenic.  Environmental 
Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Health  and  Environmental  Assessment,  Office  of  Research  and 
Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 

15  Agency  for  Toxic  and  Substances  and  Disease  Registry  (ATSDR).  2000.  Toxicological  Profile  for  Arsenic. 
Atlanta,  GA:  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Public  Health  Service. 

16  Brooks,  K.  M.  1993.  Anticipated  Environmental  Impacts  from  the  use  of  Chromated  Copper  Arsenate  (CCA) 
Treated  Wood.  Prepared  for  Western  Wood  Preservers  Institute. 

17  State  of  California,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment,  Safe 
Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act  of  1986.  Chemicals  Known  to  the  State  to  Cause  Cancer  or 
Reproductive  Toxicity.  June  22,  2001.  http://www.oehha.org/prop65/prop65_list/Newlist.htrnl. 

18  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards,  Chromium  and 
Compounds,  Hazard  Summary,  http://www.epa.gov/ttn/uatw/hlmef/chromium.html. 
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Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 


1  WHEREAS,  studies  conducted  in  California19,  Connecticut20,  and  Florida21  show  that  arsenic  leaches 

2  from  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  and  can  end  up  on  children's  hands  and  in  their 

3  mouths;  and, 


4  WHEREAS,  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  poses  potential  health  risks  in  manufacture,  by 

5  affecting  workers  who  make  the  product22,  and  disposal,  by  leaching  into  groundwater  from  landfills23; 

6  and, 


7  WHEREAS,  144  million  pounds  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  are  used  annually  in  the 

8  United  States24,  and, 


9  WHEREAS,  wooden  playground  and  park  equipment  (including  picnic  tables  and  park  benches) 

10  throughout  San  Francisco  are  made  of  wood  that  has  been  pressure-treated  with  arsenicals,  to  kill  insects 

1 1  and  prevent  rot;  and, 

12  WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic,  by  playing  on  wooden  playground 

13  and  park  equipment  made  from  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 

14  WHEREAS,  parents  have  no  way  of  knowing  that  their  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic, 

15  because  there  is  no  warning  sign  on  playground  and  park  equipment  made  from  preservative-treated 

16  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 


California  Department  of  Health  Services.  1987.  Evaluation  of  hazards  posed  by  the  use  of  wood  preservatives 
on  playground  equipment.  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment.  Report  to  the  Legislature.  - 

20  Stillwell,  D.E.  1999.  Arsenic  in  Pressure  Treated  Wood.  Department  of  Analytical  Chemistry,  The  Connecticut 
Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  http://www.caes.state.ct.us/plantscienceday/1999psd/arsenic99.htm. 

21  Roberts,  S.M.  and  H.O.  Ochoa.  2001.  Report  assessing  the  risks  from  arsenic  exposure  through  direct  contact 
with  CCA-treated  wood.  Untitled.  Submitted  to  John  Ruddell,  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection. 
April  10,  2001. 

22  California  Department  of  Health  Services,  Hazard  Evaluation  System  and  Information  Service  (HESIS)  Fact 
Sheet,  "Wood  Preservatives  Containing  Arsenic  and  Chromates",  February  1990. 
http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ohb/hesis/arsen2.htm. 

23  Tom,  Patricia-Anne,  "Poison  Wood:  Good  Wood  Gone  Bad,"  Waste  Age  magazine  Special  Report,  August  9, 
2001  (available  at  www.wasteaae.com,  and  on  file  with  Commission  Secretary). 

24  American  Wood  Preservers  Institute,  1997,  "1996  American  Wood  Preserving  Industry  Production  Statistical 
Report"  (Fairfax,  Virginia). 
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Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 
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WHEREAS,  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic  at  state  parks,  and  national  parks,  by  eating  on 

2  picnic  tables,  sitting  on  park  benches,  and  playing  on  play  structures  constructed  with  preservative- 

3  treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 

4  WHEREAS,  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is  used  in  a  wide  variety  of  applications, 

5  including,  sill  plates,  building  supports,  fence  posts  and  stairs;  and, 

6  WHEREAS,  there  are  a  variety  of  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic 

7  compounds  readily  available  throughout  California,  including  non-wood  substances  such  as  metal  and 

8  recycled  non-chlorinated  plastic,  sustainably  harvested  naturally  pest-  and  rot-resistant  woods,  and 

9  alternative  wood  treatments  such  as  Alkaline  Copper  Quaternary  ("ACQ")  and  Copper  Boron  Azole 

10  ("CBA"),  and, 

1 1  WHEREAS,  there  is  currently  no  alternative  to  pressure  treated  wood  products  containing  arsenic 

12  approved  for  use  in  aquatic  environments  now,  therefore,  be  it 

13  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to 

14  develop  a  list  of  environmentally  preferable  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic 

15  for  non-aquatic  uses  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution;  and,  be  it 

16  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

17  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  and  contractors 

1 8  performing  work  pursuant  to  City  contracts  to  purchase  only  pressure  treated  wood  products  from  the 

19  Department  of  the  Environment's  approved  list  of  environmentally  preferable  alternatives  to  preservative- 

20  treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and,  be  it 

21  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

22  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  departments  who  own  or  maintain 

23  existing  City  playground  and  park  equipment,  such  as  benches,  picnic  tables  and  playsets,  constructed 
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November  20,  2001 

1  with  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  to  develop  a  timeline  and  cost  analysis  for  replacing 

2  them  with  arsenic-free  alternatives  and  present  the  timeline  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this 

3  resolution  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment;  and,  be  it 

4  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

5  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  who  maintain 

6  existing  playground  and  park  equipment  made  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  where 

7  contact  with  human  skin  is  likely  to  ensure  proper  sealing  in  accordance  with  California  Health  and  Safety 

8  Code  section  1 15775  until  such  time  that  all  structures  have  been  replaced  with  arsenic-free  alternatives; 

9  and,  be  it 

10  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  all  City  Departments  wishing  to 

1 1  dispose  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  to  ensure  that  the  wood  is  not  re-used,  burned 

12  nor  used  for  wood  chips  or  mulch,  but  is  disposed  of  in  an  approved  landfill;  and,  be  it 

13  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

14  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  who  own,  purchase 

15  or  maintain  City  playground  and  park  equipment  to  place  warning  labels  indicating  they  are  constructed 

16  out  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  and,  be  it 

17  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 

18  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  write  a  letter  urging  the  State  of  California  to  stop 

19  purchasing  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  replace  all  existing  state  park  equipment  (such 

20  as  benches  and  picnic  tables)  constructed  with  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  with  arsenic- 

2 1  free  alternatives  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  ensure  sealing  of  existing  structures  in  accordance  with 

22  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  1 15775  until  such  time  that  all  structures  have  been  replaced 

23  with  arsenic-free  alternatives;  and,  be  it 
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November  20,  2001 

1  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  Building 

2  Inspection  to  investigate  the  possibility  of  a  citywide  ban  on  the  sale  and  installation  of  preservative- 

3  treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  and,  be  it 

4  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to 

5  actively  investigate  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  for  use  in  marine 

6  environments  and  to  seal  docks  and  piers  where  human  contact  is  likely,  and,  be  it 

7  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to 

8  require  that  all  treated  wood  purchased  for  use  in  Port  facilities  be  certified  as  produced  in  conformance 

9  with  the  Best  Management  Practices  for  Treated  Wood  Used  in  Aquatic  Environments25. 


Western  Wood  Preservers  Institute/Canadian  Institute  of  Treated  Wood.  Best  Management  Practices  for  the  Use 
of  Treated  Wood  in  Aquatic  Environments.  July  1996.  www.wwpinstitute.org 
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San  Francisco 
Commission  on  the  Environment 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PARIN  SHAH,  PRESIDENT  THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM  W!  INCMTQ  HPP  "' 

REBECCA  EVANS,  VICE  PRESIDENT  SHELLEY  BRADFORD  -BELL  DUOUMfcIN  I  O  Utr  I  . 

RANDALL  HAYES  ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 

ROBERT  K.  WERBE  ^pp  2  2  '2002 

MINUTES  QAM  FRANCISCO 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  Dl  IRI  ITMI RRA  R  Y 

TUESDAY,  NOVEMBER  20,  2001  SPECIAL  MEETING  PUBLIC  LlbHAKY 
GRACE  CATHEDRAL,  WILSEY  CONFERENCE  CENTER  ROOM  A 

1)  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  President  Hayes  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  6:1 1  p.m. 

b)  Commissioners  Bingham,  Hayes,  Rodriguez  and  Shah  were  present.  Commissioner  Bradford -Bell  was 
excused.  Commissioner  Werbe  was  late. 

c)  Rose  Chung,  Aide  to  Supervisor  Peskin  welcomed  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  to  District  3. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  October  15,  2001  Special  Meeting  -  ACTION 

a)        The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Hayes. 

3)  Election  of  President  and  Vice-President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  -  ACTION 

a)  Commissioner  Shah  became  the  President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 

b)  Commissioner  Evans  became  the  Vice-President  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment. 

c)  Director  Blumenfeld  acknowledged  and  praised  Commissioner  Hayes'  contribution  to  the  Commission  on 
the  Environment  and  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  while  serving  as  President. 

d)  Commissioner  Shah  highlighted  Commissioner  Hayes'  contribution. 

4)  Presentation  on  Progress  of  Wood  Utility  Poles  -  re:  Resolution  No.  004-01 -COE  Wood  Preservatives  - 
PRESENTATION 


a)  Debbie  Raphael  provided  background  on  wood  preservatives  and  compared  the  questions  of  whether 
they  are  legal  or  necessary.  She  described  the  elements  of  the  resolution,  the  Department's  role  and  goals 
including  evaluating  wood  preservatives  and  planning  a  workshop  to  educate  engineers. 

b)  Bob  Doss,  Principal  Engineer  of  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  explained  that  PG&E  found  one  utility  that  had 
experience  operationally  with  pole  wrapping  materials  from  Seattle  City  Lights.  He  described  how  skirting 
prevents  skin/incidental  contact  and  described  a  nationwide  alert  inquiry  and  asked  for  information  on  pole 
wrapping,  skirting  and  other  alternatives.  He  said  PG&E  is  planning  a  workshop  that  provides  data  on  the 
feasibility  study  scheduled  for  January  17,  2002. 

c)  A  representative  from  Pacific  Bell  described  that  pole  preservatives  are  not  a  deterrent  to  stop 
degradation.  He  expressed  the  desire  to  work  with  PG&E  to  address  schools  and  parks.  He  also  stated  that  the 
resolution  needs  sound  science  to  help  defend  it  during  the  January  workshop. 

d)  Questions: 

1 .  Commissioner  Werbe  suggested  considering  non-wood  alternatives  for  poles  such  as  aluminum. 

2.  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  for  an  elaboration  of  the  schedule  and  its  status.  Debbie  Raphael  replied  that 
the  resolution  allows  six  months  after  its  passage  to  address  the  issue  and  four  months  have  passed  with  minimal 
action. 

3.  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  about  the  likelihood  of  the  Jan.  2002  meeting  and  if  organizations  have  a 
commitment  from  PG&E  and  Pacific  Bell.  Mr.  Olmstead-Rose  responded  affirmatively. 

4.  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  Pacific  Bell  about  the  existence  of  underground  lines  and  if  poles  can  be 
faded  out.  Mr.  Olmstead-Rose  replied  this  will  occur  wherever  it  is  feasible  that  can  be  applied  although  a 
multitude  of  lines  are  already  underground. 

5.  Director  Blumenfeld  commented  that  the  reason  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco  cannot  dictate  what 


http://www.sfgov.org/sfenvironment/sfenvcomrn7me 
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occurs  in  the  ground  is  because  it  is  pre-empted  by  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission. 

6.  Commissioner  Shah  commented  that  other  organizations  have  contacted  utilities  but  they  only  wrap 
poles.  Mr.  Doss  indicated  that  none  of  the  organizations  his  department  contacted  are  wrapping  for  exposure 
limited  purposes. 

7.  Commissioner  Shah  asked  Debbie  Raphael  if  during  the  draft  stages  of  the  resolution  if  the  Department 
was  aware  of  other  groups  wrapping  their  poles.  Ms.  Raphael  responded  that  fencing  is  sufficient.  Mr.  Olmstead- 
Rose  replied  that  the  resolution  helped  to  determine  the  status  and  not  needed  for  a  guard  on  poles.  Ms.  Raphael 
replied  that  other  utilities  are  not  asking  these  questions. 

8.  Commissioner  Shah  commented  that  covering  poles  enables  us  to  protect  those  in  high-risk  areas. 

5)  Presentation  on  Arsenic-Treated  Wood  -  PRESENTATION 

a)  Debbie  Raphael  introduced  this  topic  as  an  extension  of  the  wood  preservatives  resolution.  She  stated 
that  alternatives  exist  with  both  poles  and  arsenic.  She  stressed  the  issue  of  legality  and  safety  versus  the  issue 
of  the  necessity  of  arsenic.  Currently  the  resolution  focuses  on  the  City's  role  as  a  consumer  of  pressure  treated 
wood  containing  arsenic  and  a  future  goal  is  to  ban  the  use  of  this  wood  citywide. 

b)  Tom  Lent,  Healthy  Building  Network,  stated  that  arsenic  is  on  a  list  of  EPA  carcinogens.  He  related 
arguments  against  arsenic  to  those  against  tobacco.  He  said  domestic  and  international  organizations  currently 
use  alternatives  to  arsenic  for  treating  wood  purposes  and  that  these  alternatives  are  widely  available.  He 
supported  the  proposed  resolution  saying  it  was  a  conservative  policy  and  will  save  organizations  money. 

c)  Steve  Brauneis,  Hayward  Lumber,  stated  how  his  company  recognized  the  concern  over  arsenic  two 
years  ago.  Hayward  Lumber  was  the  first  business  in  the  nation  to  phase  out  arsenic  in  its  products.  He  stressed 
how  alternatives  to  arsenic-treated  wood  are  good  for  customers,  business  and  the  environment  and  highlighted 
that  the  availability  of  alternatives  has  increased  while  the  product  price  has  decreased. 

d)  Michael  Steel,  Treated  Wood  Council,  believed  that  a  scientific  basis  does  not  exist  against  the  use  of 
arsenic-treated  wood.  He  quoted  an  EPA  study  stating  arsenic  does  not  pose  significant  harm  towards  children. 
He  stated  the  Treated  Wood  Council  does  not  agree  with  the  precautionary  principle  and  does  not  want  this  view 
imposed  on  the  public. 

e)  Public  Comments: 

1.  Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group,  addressed  scientific  issues:  government  scientists  found  a 
relationship  between  arsenic  and  negative  health  effects,  CPSC  studies  looked  at  sealed  wood  structures  and  the 
EWG  study  was  repeated  with  more  probabilistic  methods  and  model  and  the  EPA  will  adopt  a  similar  model. 

6)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  01 1  -01-COE  Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing 
Arsenic  -  ACTION 

a)  Commissioner  Hayes  moved  the  resolution  for  consideration. 

b)  Commissioner  Hayes  stated  that  the  resolution  is  not  effective  to  ensure  finding  alternatives.  He  wanted 
to  ban  arsenic-treated  wood  in  aquatic  environments  for  the  future.  He  suggested  revisions  on  the  resolution 
language  and  requested  clarification  on  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  115775.  Debbie  Raphael  read  the 
section  explaining  that  no  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  purchase  play  structures  treated  with  arsenic  unless  they 
are  sealed. 

c)  Jay  Ach,  Manager  of  Regulatory  and  Environmental  Affairs  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  mentioned  the 
issue  of  piling  and  that  the  Port  has  been  looking  into  alternatives  for  over  five  years.  He  explained  the  elimination 
of  using  arsenic-treated  wood  would  place  the  Port  at  a  financial  loss,  that  the  Port  needs  wood,  but  not 
necessarily  arsenic-treated  wood  and  described  the  structural  characteristics  that  are  beneficial  for  using  wood. 
The  Port  wants  to  work  with  the  Commission  in  finding  alternatives. 

d)  Debbie  Raphael  offered  a  consumer  perspective  and  said  the  certification  process  is  for  the 
manufacturers  to  keep  poles  in  piling,  for  manufacturers  not  maintenance. 

e)  Steve  Brauneis  commented  on  Hayward  Lumber's  continuous  purchase  of  products  before  and  after 
12/31/01 

f)  Mr.  Ach  requested  the  Commission  to  allow  pressure -treated  wood  containing  arsenic  for  Port  uses  until 
alternatives  are  found.  He  provided  suggestions  on  resolution  language  concerning  the  Port.  Commissioner 
Hayes  replied  that  he  is  sympathetic  to  the  Port  situation  but  questioned  whether  the  Commission  should  offer  the 
exemption  to  the  Port  or  include  a  ban  on  pressure -treated  wood  containing  arsenic  five  years  from  now. 

g)  Debbie  Raphael  commented  on  sealing:  relative  risks  are  low  for  spraying  and  if  there  should  be  specific 
sealing  of  piers  depending  on  that  frequency  of  human  contact.  City  Attorney  Rona  Sandler  suggested  including 
purchasers  and  having  different  city  departments  report  back  to  the  Commission. 

h)  Commissioners  Hayes  and  Shah  suggested  language  for  additional  resolved  clauses  focusing  on  city 
departments  reporting  to  the  Commission  on  purchase  and  use  of  pressure-treated  wood  containing  arsenic.  Ms. 
Raphael  mentioned  that  the  introduction  of  new  products  is  a  slow  process  and  that  updated  information  won't  be 
available  every  six  months. 

i)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  asked  where  in  the  resolution  does  it  state  a  change  in  practice.  She 
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encouraged  more  emphasis  on  this  issue  with  the  language  to  make  use  of  alternatives  to  pressure-treated  wood 
containing  arsenic. 

j)        Commissioner  Shah  stated  that  the  City  is  banning  the  use  of  arsenic  whereas  the  discussion  focuses  on 
the  Port  and  marine  environments. 

k)        Commissioner  Werbe  addressed  Mr.  Ach  and  suggested  placing  a  layer  of  plywood  or  non -arsenic 
treated  plywood  on  top  of  decks  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  spray  decks  because  the  spraying  material  goes 
into  the  Bay.  Mr.  Ach  replied  that  the  Port  is  regulated  and  that  aesthetic  issues  are  a  consideration.  He  stated 
that  parties  exist  who  are  against  the  use  of  plywood.  Commissioner  Werbe  replied  that  wood  planking  is 
available  to  place  on  top  of  decks. 

I)        Deputy  Director  David  Assmann  asked  about  the  difference  between  exposure  to  saltwater  and  decking 

and  if  it  needs  arsenic-treated  wood.  He  suggested  having  an  alternative  used  instead.  Mr.  Ach  replied  that  the 

Port's  concern  is  on  the  ban  on  piling  and  large,  structural  timber  rather  than  with  decking.  Ms.  Raphael  included 

that  arsenic  isn't  as  harmful  to  marine  environments  as  copper  is  with  leaching  into  the  Bay. 

m)        Commissioner  Shah  requested  clarification  on  the  difference  between  piling  and  decking. 

n)        Commissioner  Hayes  suggested  revised  language  in  the  resolution  to  include  sealing  of  particular 

sections  of  the  Port  and  banning  the  use  of  pressure-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  aquatic  uses  by  Jan. 

2005.  Bob  Palacioz  of  Pacific  Wood  Preservers  added  that  aquatic  uses  should  be  specified  as  saltwater. 

o)        Commissioner  Shah  read  the  proposed  amendments.  The  proposed  amendments  were  unanimously 

approved  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Werbe.  The  amended  resolution  was  unanimously  approved  upon 

motion  by  Commissioner  Shah. 

7)  Update  on  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  -  PRESENTATION 

a)  Barry  Pearl,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  addressed  the  Commission  and  stated  the  desire 
to  relocate  the  SEWPCP  facility  to  an  area  bordered  by  Islais  Creek,  Evans  and  Highway  280.  He  stated  a  plan  of 
several  meetings  to  solicit  community  input.  He  said  the  proposed  project  would  use  the  latest  technology  and 
offered  contact  individuals  within  PUC  for  more  information. 

b)  Barry  Pearl,  Chair  of  the  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee  was  scheduled  to  present  but  was  absent. 

c)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  what  was  the  controversial  issue  concerning  the  plant  and  Director 
Blumenfeld  provided  the  background.  He  mentioned  the  timing  of  the  EIR  had  been  stalled  several  times  and  that 
by  placing  the  EIR  on  the  agenda,  the  Commission  could  gain  some  clarity. 

d)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  what's  the  status  on  the  EIR.  Mr.  Pearl  replied  that  they  are  behind  schedule 
due  to  complications  concerning  an  inadequate  consultant  not  producing  the  desired  content.  Mr.  Pearl  also 
stated  that  PUC  is  looking  at  different  alternative  sites  for  the  plant,  is  aware  of  the  community  concerns  regarding 
environmental  justice,  and  is  attempting  to  provide  a  beneficial  project  for  the  City  and  Bayview  Hunter's  Point 
because  the  facility  needs  to  be  upgraded. 

e)  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  if  the  City  can  lower  its  water  usage  from  70  gallons  per  day  and  then  a  need 
for  a  new  facility  would  be  unnecessary.  Mr.  Pearl  replied  that  the  City  uses  low -flow  toilets  provided  by  PUC, 
some  in-flow  cannot  be  reduced  and  the  City  has  a  combined  system  whereas  newer  communities  have  separate 
systems. 

f)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  if  the  70-gallons/day  estimate  includes  storm  water.  Mr.  Pearl  replied 
negatively  and  that  the  figure  is  low  and  is  a  combination  of  apartment  dwellers  and  the  moderate  climate. 

g)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  how  the  Department  can  partner  with  Water  Conservation  and  the  PUC  to 
reduce  per  capita  usage.  Mr.  Pearl  responded  that  PUC  will  implement  commercial  water  conservation  programs 
along  with  residential  programs.  They  want  to  achieve  the  goal  of  no  perceptible  odors  outside  of  the  facility. 

h)  Kevin  Drew,  Department  of  the  Environment,  asked  if  the  70-gallons/day  figure  includes  commercial 
input.  Mr.  Pearl  replied  that  he  didn't  know,  will  research  and  report  back  to  the  Commission. 

8)  Communications  &  Correspondence  -  INFORMATION 

a)        Kristal  Aliyas  informed  the  public  that  the  Commission  received  nineteen  different  correspondences: 
supporting  the  precautionary  principle,  referencing  the  proposed  resolution  on  arsenic -treated  wood,  and  praising 
the  Commission  for  its  involvement  in  local  environmental  activities. 

9)  Director's  Report  -  INFORMATION 

a)  Director  Blumenfeld  highlighted  Proposition  B  and  Commissioner  Hayes  contribution  because  he 
sponsored  the  resolution.  The  Department  worked  with  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  to  integrate  the 
Solid  Waste  Management  Program.  San  Francisco  is  the  largest  city  in  the  nation  that  recycles  organic  waste. 
Four  district  meetings  will  be  held  regarding  the  Energy  Plan.  The  Department  will  focus  on  indoor  air  quality  as  it 
relates  to  environmental  justice.  Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House  is  the  first  city  -funded  solar  project  and  another 
project  focuses  on  recycling  Christmas  trees. 

b)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  about  Laguna  Honda  and  who  should  be  punished.  He  was  disappointed 
with  the  project.  Director  Blumenfeld  responded  that  the  bond  passed  but  contentious  issues  remain  regarding 
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changing  the  philosophy  of  the  City  and  looking  at  life-cycle  analyses.  He  said  people  would  invest  in  building  a 
new  structure  if  it  will  pay  for  itself  during  its  lifetime. 

c)  Commissioner  Hayes  suggested  planning  a  hearing  on  this  topic.  David  Assmann  suggested  that  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  conduct  a  hearing  on  this  topic. 

d)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  if  the  Commission  can  support  the  Department  to  draft  a  resolution  for  the 
Board  concerning  a  Task  Force. 

e)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  if  costs  can  be  reduced  from  Proposition  B. 

f)  City  Attorney  Sandler  suggested  drafting  an  ordinance  rather  than  creating  a  resolution. 

g)  Kevin  Drew  stated  the  report  is  due  by  June  2002  but  he  wanted  a  draft  turned  in  by  Jan.  2002. 

h)  Commissioner  Hayes  asked  if  the  City  has  an  ordinance  to  make  all  buildings  LEED  silver  rating  or  above 
to  create  a  systemic  change. 

i)  Mr.  Drew  recommended  establishing  a  dialogue  with  commissioners  concerning  Laguna  Honda, 
j)        Commissioner  Shah  suggested  adding  Laguna  Honda  as  an  Item  for  the  Dec  COE  meeting. 

10)  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Report 

a)        Commissioner  Hayes  informed  the  public  that  the  November  meeting  is  cancelled  and  the  next  meeting 
will  focus  on  the  Green  Building  Ordinance. 

1 1 )  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  Report 

a)  Commissioner  Rodriguez  said  that  the  November  meeting  did  not  have  a  quorum  and  therefore  no  official 
meeting  occurred. 

12)  New  Business 

a)        Commissioner  Bradford-Bell  will  not  return  until  February  2002.  Commissioner  Hayes  will  serve  in  her 
place  in  the  Precautionary  Principle  ad  hoc  Committee.  The  other  two  committee  members  are  Commissioners 
Bingham  and  Rodriguez. 

13)  President's  Announcements  -  INFORMATION 

a)        President  Shah  pledged  to  shorten  future  meetings  and  adjourn  by  8:00  p.m. 

14)  Public  Comments  -  INFORMATION 

a)  Kevin  Keithley,  Menlo  Park  Limited  Partnerships,  informed  the  Commission  about  his  business  to  reduce 
contaminants  for  indoor  air  quality. 

15)  Adjournment 

a)        The  meeting  adjourned  at  8:53  p.m. 
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Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 
SAN  FRANCISCO  November  20,  2001 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE  Preservative-treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 
November  20,  2001 

URGING  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  TO  REQUIRE  CITY  DEPARTMENTS  TO 
PURCHASE  ONLY  ALTERNATIVES  TO  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD  CONTAINING  ARSENIC 
FOR  ALL  CITY  AND  COUNTY  CONSTRUCTION  AND  PROPERTY,  SEAL  AND  PLACE  WARNING 
LABELS  ON  EXISTING  PLAYGROUND  EQUIPMENT  MADE  OF  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD 
CONTAINING  ARSENIC,  AND  REPLACE  EXISTING  PLAYGROUND  STRUCTURES  AND  PARK 
EQUIPMENT  MADE  OF  PRESERVATIVE-TREATED  WOOD  CONTAINING  ARSENIC  WITH  ARSENIC- 
FREE  ALTERNATIVES  AS  SOON  AS  PRACTICABLE. 

WHEREAS,  the  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  specifically  pledges  to  "minimize  risks  to 
human  health  and  the  environment  by  striving  to  eliminate  hazardous  materials  and  hazardous  waste"1; 
and, 

WHEREAS,  in  1999,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Environmentally  Preferable 
Purchasing  Ordinance  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  to  aggressively  pursue  the  goal  of 
reducing  the  health  and  environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its  operations2;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance  in 
1996  mandating  that  San  Francisco  minimize  its  pesticide  use  and  reduce  the  negative  impact  of 
pesticides  on  people  and  the  environment3;  and, 

WHEREAS,  wood  preservatives  are  registered  pesticides  and  the  Integrated  Pest  Management 
Ordinance  does  not  currently  include  any  wood  preservatives  on  the  "Approved  List  of  Reduced  Risk 
Pesticides"  for  San  Francisco4;  and, 

1  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  1997,  p.  49. 

2  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  2 IF  Environmentally  Preferable  Purchasing, 
http :  //www.  sfhzawaste .  org/City/ city-city-ordinance  .htm. . 

3  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  39  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program. 

4  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program  Report  Reduced  Risk  Pesticide  List  2000,  San  Francisco  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Program,  http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/ipm/list  2000/coverhtm#list2000. 
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WHEREAS,  some  wood  preservatives  contain  arsenic  compounds;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  a  resolution 
supporting  a  Congressional  Bill  mandating  that  all  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is  labeled 
appropriately5;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment6  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors7  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  passed  a  resolution  urging  reduced  use  of  toxic  wood  preservatives  in  wood  utility 
poles,  including  arsenic-containing  treatments;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Presidio  Trust  recognizes  the  negative  health  effects  from  arsenic  and  therefore  does  not 
purchase  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic8;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Park  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  no  longer 
installs  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  its  playgrounds  and  has  demonstrated  leadership 
in  investigating  alternatives  to  the  use  of  arsenic-treated  wood;  and, 

WHEREAS,  legislation  banning  the  use  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  playground 
equipment  is  currently  pending  in  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives9  and  the  Florida  state 
legislature10,  and  has  passed  in  Alachua  County,  Florida11,  and, 


5  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  557-01,  File  01 1208,  Resolution  of  support 
for  Senate  Bill  877.  July  13,  2001. 

6  Commission  on  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Resolution  No.  004-0 1-COE.  Wood 
Preservatives,  May  21,  2001. 

7  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Resolution  512-01,  File  011117,  Wood  Preservatives 
Resolution,  June  29,  2001. 

8  Presidio  Trust  Internal  Memorandum,  "Treated  Dimensional  Lumber,"  From  Bruce  Anderson  to  Steve  Potts  et  al, 
October  19,  2001.  On  file  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  with  the  Commission  Secretary. 

9  107  Congress,  1st  Session,  H.R.  2727,  "Arsenic-Lumber  Child  Protection  Act,"  introduced  August  2,  2001.  (to 
establish  a  labeling  requirement  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act  in  order  to  prohibit 
the  use  of  arsenic-treated  lumber  to  manufacture  playground  equipment,  and  for  other  purposes). 

10  Florida  Legislature,  H  113,  "Relating  to  Treated  Wood,"  prefiled  September  11,  2001,  (prohibits  use  of  wood 
products  treated  with  chromated  copper  arsenate  in  publicly  funded  playground  equipment,  and  prohibits  state 
agencies  from  purchasing  wood  treated  with  chromated  copper  arsenate,  inter  alia). 

1  Alachua  County  (Florida)  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  acceptance  of  report  "Chromated  Copper  Arsenate 
(CCA)  Pressure  Treated  Wood  Inventory  and  Management  Practices  in  Alachua  County,"  September  25,  2001 
(recommending,  inter  alia,  arsenic-free  wood  for  county  purchasing,  replacement  of  arsenic-contaminated  mulch  and 
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WHEREAS,  legislation  requiring  a  warning  label  on  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is 
currently  pending  in  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives12  and  the  United  States  Senate13,  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  recently  expanded  its  consumer  information  program 
for  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  implementing  end-tag  labeling  for  such  wood,  in-store 
bin  stickers  and  signs,  and  a  toll-free  consumer  information  hotline  and  website;  and, 

WHEREAS,  arsenic  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen14;  and, 

WHEREAS,  in  addition  to  skin  and  lung  cancer,  arsenic  is  also  known  to  cause  neurological  problems, 
numbness,  paralysis,  and  other  human  health  problems  including:  nausea  and  vomiting;  decreased 
production  of  red  and  white  blood  cells;  abnormal  heart  rhythm;  blood  vessel  and  skin  damage15;  and, 

WHEREAS,  many  arsenical  treatments,  including  Copper  Chromium  Arsenate,  also  contain  chromium 
VI16,  which  is  listed  as  a  chemical  known  to  cause  cancer  under  California's  Safe  Drinking  Water  and 
Toxic  Enforcement  Act17  and  has  been  classified  by  the  US  EPA  as  a  Group  A,  known  human  carcinogen 
of  high  carcinogenic  hazard18;  and, 


soil  in  playground  areas,  and  replacement  of  CCA-containing  playgrounds  and  picnic  tables  with  arsenic-free 
alternative  equipment) 

12  107th  Con  gress,  1st  Session,  H.R.  2721,  "Arsenic-Treated  Wood  Mandatory  Labeling  Act,"  introduced  August  2, 
2001  (to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  to  require  that  a  warning  label  be  affixed  to  arsenic-treated 
wood  sold  in  the  United  States) 

13  107™  Con  gress,  1st  Session,  S.  877,  "Arsenic -Treated  Wood  Mandatory  Labeling  Act,"  introduced  May  14,  2001, 
(to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  to  require  that  a  warning  label  be  affixed  to  arsenic-treated  wood 
sold  in  the  United  States). 

14U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Integrated  Risk  Information  System  (IRIS)  on  Arsenic.  Environmental 
Criteria  and  Assessment  Office,  Office  of  Health  and  Environmental  Assessment,  Office  of  Research  and 
Development,  Cincinnati,  OH.  1993. 

15  Agency  for  Toxic  and  Substances  and  Disease  Registry  (ATSDR).  2000.  Toxicological  Profile  for  Arsenic. 
Atlanta,  GA:  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Public  Health  Service. 

16  Brooks,  K.  M.  1993.  Anticipated  Environmental  Impacts  from  the  use  of  Chromated  Copper  Arsenate  (CCA) 
Treated  Wood.  Prepared  for  Western  Wood  Preservers  Institute. 

17  State  of  California,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment,  Safe 
Drinking  Water  and  Toxic  Enforcement  Act  of  1986.  Chemicals  Known  to  the  State  to  Cause  Cancer  or 
Reproductive  Toxicity.  June  22,  2001.  http://www.oehha.org/prop65/prop65_list/Newlist.html. 

18  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards,  Chromium  and 
Compounds,  Hazard  Summary,  http://www.epa.gov/ttn/uatw/hlthef/cln-oimum.html. 
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WHEREAS,  studies  conducted  in  California  ,  Connecticut  ,  and  Florida   show  that  arsenic  leaches 
from  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  and  can  end  up  on  children's  hands  and  in  their 
mouths;  and, 

WHEREAS,  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  poses  potential  health  risks  in  manufacture,  by 
affecting  workers  who  make  the  product22,  and  disposal,  by  leaching  into  groundwater  from  landfills23; 
and, 

WHEREAS,  144  million  pounds  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  are  used  annually  in  the 
United  States24,  and, 

WHEREAS,  wooden  playground  and  park  equipment  (including  picnic  tables  and  park  benches) 
throughout  San  Francisco  are  made  of  wood  that  has  been  pressure-treated  with  arsenicals,  to  kill  insects 
and  prevent  rot;  and, 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic,  by  playing  on  wooden  playground 
and  park  equipment  made  from  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 

WHEREAS,  parents  have  no  way  of  knowing  that  their  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic, 
because  there  is  no  warning  sign  on  playground  and  park  equipment  made  from  preservative-treated 
wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 


California  Department  of  Health  Services.  1987.  Evaluation  of  hazards  posed  by  the  use  of  wood  preservatives 
on  playground  equipment.  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment.  Report  to  the  Legislature. 

20  Stillwell,  D.E.  1999.  Arsenic  in  Pressure  Treated  Wood.  Department  of  Analytical  Chemistry,  The  Connecticut 
Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  http://www.caes.state.ct.us/plantscienceday/1999psd/arsenic99.htm. 

21  Roberts,  S.M.  and  H.O.  Ochoa.  2001.  Report  assessing  the  risks  from  arsenic  exposure  through  direct  contact 
with  CCA-treated  wood.  Untitled.  Submitted  to  John  Ruddell,  Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection. 
April  10,  2001. 

22  California  Department  of  Health  Services,  Hazard  Evaluation  System  and  Information  Service  (HESIS)  Fact 
Sheet,  "Wood  Preservatives  Containing  Arsenic  and  Chromates",  February  1990. 

http ://  www.  dhs .  ca.  gov/ ohb/hesis/arsen2  .htm. 

23  Tom,  Patricia- Anne,  "Poison  Wood:  Good  Wood  Gone  Bad,"  Waste  Age  magazine  Special  Report,  August  9, 
2001  (available  at  www.wasteage.com,  and  on  file  with  Commission  Secretary). 

24  American  Wood  Preservers  Institute,  1997,  "1996  American  Wood  Preserving  Industry  Production  Statistical 
Report"  (Fairfax,  Virginia). 
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Resolution  No.  01 1-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

WHEREAS,  children  are  potentially  exposed  to  arsenic  at  state  parks,  and  national  parks,  by  eating  on 
picnic  tables,  sitting  on  park  benches,  and  playing  on  play  structures  constructed  with  preservative- 
treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and, 

WHEREAS,  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  is  used  in  a  wide  variety  of  applications, 
including,  sill  plates,  building  supports,  fence  posts  and  stairs;  and, 

WHEREAS,  there  are  a  variety  of  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic 
compounds  readily  available  throughout  California,  including  non-wood  substances  such  as  metal  and 
recycled  non-chlorinated  plastic,  sustainably  harvested  naturally  pest-  and  rot-resistant  woods,  and 
alternative  wood  treatments  such  as  Alkaline  Copper  Quaternary  ("ACQ")  and  Copper  Boron  Azole 
("CBA"),  and, 

WHEREAS,  there  is  currently  no  alternative  to  pressure  treated  wood  products  containing  arsenic 
approved  for  use  in  saltwater  immersion  environments  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to 
develop  a  list  of  environmentally  preferable  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic 
for  non-saltwater  immersion  uses  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  and  contractors 
performing  work  pursuant  to  City  contracts  to  purchase  only  pressure  treated  wood  products  from  the 
Department  of  the  Environment's  approved  list  of  environmentally  preferable  alternatives  to  preservative- 
treated  wood  containing  arsenic;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  departments  who  own  or  maintain 
existing  City  playground  and  park  equipment,  such  as  benches,  picnic  tables  and  playsets,  constructed 
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Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 

with  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  to  develop  a  timeline  and  cost  analysis  for  replacing 
them  with  arsenic-free  alternatives  and  present  the  timeline  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this 
resolution  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment:  and.  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  who  maintain 
existing  playground  and  park  equipment  made  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  where 
contact  with  human  skin  is  likely  to  ensure  proper  sealing  in  accordance  with  California  Health  and  Safety 
Code  section  1 15775  until  such  time  that  all  structures  have  been  replaced  with  arsenic-free  alternatives; 
and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  all  City  Departments  wishing  to 
dispose  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  to  ensure  that  the  wood  is  not  re-used,  burned 
nor  used  for  wood  chips  or  mulch,  but  is  disposed  of  in  an  approved  landfill;  and.  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  require  all  City  Departments  who  own,  purchase 
or  maintain  City  playground  and  park  equipment  to  place  warning  labels  indicating  they  are  constructed 
out  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  and.  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  write  a  letter  urging  the  State  of  California  to  stop 
purchasing  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic,  replace  all  existing  state  park  equipment  (such 
as  benches  and  picnic  tables)  constructed  with  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  with  arsenic- 
free  alternatives  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  ensure  sealing  of  existing  structures  in  accordance  with 
California  Health  and  Safety  Code  section  1 15775  until  such  time  that  all  structures  have  been  replaced 
with  arsenic-free  alternatives;  and,  be  it 


Commission  on  the  Environment 


6 


Resolution  No.  011-01-COE 
Preservative-Treated  Wood  Containing  Arsenic 

November  20,  2001 


FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  and  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  investigate  the  possibility  of  a  citywide  ban  on  the 
sale  and  installation  of  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  and  report  back  to  the  Commission 
on  the  Environment  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution,  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to 
report  back  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  within  six  months  of  the  passage  of  this  resolution  and 
annually  thereafter  on  alternatives  to  preservative-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  for  use  in  saltwater 
immersion  environments  and  to  seal  sections  of  docks  and  piers  where  frequent  human  contact  is  likely, 
and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to 
require  that  all  treated  wood  purchased  for  use  in  Port  facilities  be  certified  as  produced  in  conformance 
with  the  Best  Management  Practices  for  Treated  Wood  Used  in  Aquatic  Environments25. 
FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  urges  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  ban  the  use  of  pressure-treated  wood  containing  arsenic  in  all  saltwater  immersion 
environments  by  January  1 ,  2005. 

/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  Special  meeting  on 
November  20,  2001. 


Kristal  Aliyas  L 
Commission  Secretary 

VOTE: 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Hayes,  Bingham,  Shah,  Werbe,  and  Rodriguez. 
Noes:  None. 

Absent:  Commissioners  Evans  and  Bradford-BelL 


Western  Wood  Preservers  Institute/Canadian  Institute  of  Treated  Wood.  Best  Management  Practices  for  the  Use 
of  Treated  Wood  in  Aquatic  Environments.  July  1996.  www.wwpinstitute.org 
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^NOTICE  OF  SPECIAL*  MEETING 
TUESDAY,DECEMBER  18,  2001,  6:00  P.M. 
LAKE  MERCED  BOAT  HOUSE 
1  HARDING  ROAD 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94132 


*  This  is  a  Special  Meeting  because  it  is  not  held  on  the  regular  meeting  day  or  regular  location. 
At  this  meeting,  the  Commission  will  conduct  its  regular  and  recurring  business,  and  will  provide  a 
public  comment  period.  Topics  for  the  meeting  will  include  an  update  on  the  Integrated  Pest 
Management  Ordinance  and  the  Budget  and  Design  of  Laguna  Honda  Hospital.  The  Commission 
on  the  Environment  will  also  revise  its  by-laws  during  the  December  meeting  to  change  its  regular 
meeting  day  from  the  third  Monday  of  the  month  to  the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month.  An  agenda  for 
the  meeting  will  be  provided  72  hours  prior  to  the  meeting.  Please  contact  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  if  you  would  like  to  receive  an  agenda  and  are  not  on  the  mailing  list. 

This  is  one  of  a  series  of  meetings  that  will  be  held  in  the  supervisorial  districts  over  the  next  year. 
The  next  several  meetings  will  be  as  follows.  Notices  and  agendas  will  be  provided. 


Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 


DATE 

12/18/01 

01/15/02 

02/19/02 

03/19/02 

04/16/02 

05/21/02 

06/18/02 

07/16/02 

08/20/02 

09/17/02 

10/15/02 


DISTRICT/NEIGHBORHOOD 
Dist.  7,  Lake  Merced  Boat  House 
Dist.  4,  Sunset  Neighborhood 
Dist.  1,  Golden  Gate  Park 
Dist.  5,  Haight  Neighborhood 
City  Hall 

Dist.  9,  Mission  Neighborhood 

Dist.  6,  SOMA,  Tenderloin  Neighborhoods 

Dist.  11,  Crocker  Amazon  Neighborhood 

Dist.  2,  Pacific  Heights/Presidio 

Dist.  8,  Castro/Noe  Valley 

City  Hall 


NOV  2  9  2001 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  accessible  MUNI  line  serving  this  location  is  #  18  -  Sloat.  For 
more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of  minutes, 
sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are 
available  by  calling  355-3700. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin, 
gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business. 
This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT 
A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna 
Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1. 

Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

2. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  November  20,  2001  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Minutes  of  August  20,  2001  Regular  Meeting)** 

ACTION 

CONSENT  CALENDAR.  There  are  no  items  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 

REGULAR  CALENDAR 

3. 

Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  012-01-COE  Amendment  of  Commission 
on  ine  H/nvironnicni  x>yi<i>v>  ^.explanatory  L/ucumciii.  ivcouiuliuii  ino.  uiz-ui-v^wiz/ 
Amendment  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws)** 

Changing  the  regular  meeting  day  from  the  third  Monday  of  the  month  to  the  third  Tuesday  of 
the  month. 

Commissioner  Werbe,  Sponsor 

ACTION 

4. 

Presentation  on  Progress  of  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program 

•  Introduction  by  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment 

•  Presentation  by  Robin  Breuer,  IPM  Coordinator,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission 

•  Presentation  by  Phil  Rossi,  IPM  Coordinator,  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 

•  Presentation  by  Dan  McKenna,  Superintendent  Southern  Division,  Department  of 
Recreation  and  Parks 

•  Presentation  by  Luis  Agurto,  Pestec  Exterminator 

•  Presentation  by  Michelle  Mulke,  Pesticide  Watch 

PRESENTATION 

5. 

Presentation  on  Lake  Merced 

•  Presentation  by  Tim  Colen,  Lake  Merced  Task  Force  Steering  Committee 

•  Presentation  by  Ginny  Jaquith,  Lake  Merced  Task  Force  Steering  Committee 

•  Presentation  by  Michael  Carlin,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 

PRESENTATION 

6. 

Presentation  on  Budget  &  Design  of  Laguna  Honda  Hospital 

Presentation  by  Mark  Palmer,  Department  of  the  Environment 

PRESENTATION 

7. 

Communications  &  Correspondence 

Kristal  Aliyas,  Secretary,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 .  Letter  from  Davis  Baltz,  M.S.,  California  Coordinator  in  support  of  the  resolution  banning 
arsenic-treated  wood  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Davis  Baltz,  Health  Care 
Without  Harm)** 

2.  Letter  from  Diane  de  Lara,  Program  Coordinator  in  support  of  the  resolution  banning 

INFORMATION 
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arsenic-treated  wood  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Diane  de  Lara,  Breast  Cancer 
Action)** 

3.  Letter  and  resolution  from  Walter  Johnson,  Secretary-Treasurer  in  support  of  the 
Precautionary  Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  from  Walter  Johnson,  San 
Francisco  Labor  Council,  AFL-CIO)** 

4.  Postcard  from  Amy  Mario  and  David  Lo,  San  Francisco  Residents  in  support  of  the 
Precautionary  Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Amy  Mario  and  David 
Lo)** 

5.  Postcard  from  Sarah  Marxer,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Sarah  Marxer)** 

6.  Postcard  from  Bridgette  Webster,  San  Francisco  Resident  in  support  of  the  Precautionary 
Principle  (Explanatory  Document:  Postcard  from  Bridgette  Webster)** 

8. 

Director's  Report 

Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
(Explanatory  Document:  Director's  Report)** 

INFORMATION 

9. 

Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report 

Commissioner  Evans,  Commission  on  the  Environment 

The  next  Planning  and  Policy  meeting  will  be  a  special  meeting  on  January  8,  2002  at  6:00 
p.m. 

INFORMATION 

10. 

Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report 

The  next  Finance  and  Operations  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  January  9,  2002  at  4:30  p.m. 

at  1  1  vJlvjvc  uucci. 

INFORMATION 

11. 

New  Business 

INFORMATION 

12. 

President's  Announcements 

INFORMATION 

13. 

Public  Comments 

INFORMATION 

14. 

Adjournment 

This  is  a  Special  meeting  because  it  is  not  held  on  the  regular  meeting  day  or  regular  location. 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 

California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Commission's  webpage: 
www.ci.sf.ca.us/environment  commission;  or  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  the  telephone 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  kristal  aliyas@ci.sf.ca.us  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

This  is  one  of  a  series  of  meetings  that  will  be  held  in  the  supervisorial  districts  over  the  next  year.  The  next 
several  meetings  will  be  as  follows.  Notices  and  agendas  will  be  provided. 


DATE 

DISTRICT/NEIGHBORHOOD 

12/18/01 

Dist.  7,  Lake  Merced  Boat  House 

01/15/02 

Dist.  4,  Sunset  Neighborhood 

02/19/02 

Dist.  1,  Golden  Gate  Park 

03/19/02 

Dist.  5,  Haight  Neighborhood 

04/16/02 

City  Hall 

05/21/02 

Dist.  9,  Mission  Neighborhood 

06/18/02 

Dist.  6,  SOMA,  Tenderloin  Neighborhoods 

07/16/02 

Dist.  1 1 ,  Crocker  Amazon  Neighborhood 

08/20/02 

Dist.  2,  Pacific  Heights/Presidio 

09/17/02 

Dist.  8,  Castro/Noe  Valley 

10/15/02 

City  Hall 

ACCESSIBLE  MEETING  INFORMATION 
Air  Quality 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical-based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  [Section  67.15  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  Sunshine  Ordinance.] 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Accessibility  of  Meeting  Location 

The  meeting  room  is  accessible  by  wheelchair.  The  accessible  MUNI  line  serving  this  location  is  #  1 8  -  Sloat.  For 
more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  please  call  923-6142.  Large  print  agendas,  audio  tapes  of  minutes, 
sound-enhancement  equipment,  and  other  services  to  aid  the  visually  and  hearing-impaired  to  attend  the  meeting  are 
available  by  calling  355-3700. 

Statement  of  Nondiscrimination 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disability,  race,  color,  creed,  ethnic  origin, 
gender,  or  sexual  orientation  in  employment  or  in  the  admission  and  access  to  its  programs  or  activities. 

KNOW  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  (Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code)  Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business. 
This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the 
people's  review. 

FOR  MORE  INFORMATION  ON  YOUR  RIGHTS  UNDER  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  OR  TO  REPORT 
A  VIOLATION  OF  THE  ORDINANCE,  CONTACT  THE  SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE  TASK  FORCE.  Donna 
Hall,  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102-4683  Phone:  (415)  554-7724,  Fax:  (415)  554-7854  E-mail:  Donna_Hall@ci.sf.ca.us 
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RESOLUTION  No.  012-01-COE 


December  18,  2001 


[Amendment  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws] 


ADOPTION  OF  AMENDED  BYLAWS  FOR  THE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  currently  holds  its  regular  meetings  on  the  third 
Monday  of  each  month,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
conducts  weekly  Monday  meetings  and  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  seeks  their 
input  at  Commission  meetings,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  980  work  week  schedule  makes  it  difficult  for  Department  of  the 
Environment  staff  to  attend  Monday  night  Commission  on  the  Environment  meetings, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  wishes  to  hold  its  meetings  on 
the  third  Tuesday  of  each  month,  rather  than  the  third  Monday  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  amends  its  bylaws  to  read 
as  follows: 

Section  4:  Regular  Meetings 

Regular  meetings  shall  be  held  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  each  month,  except  in  the 
case  of  City-recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following 
Tuesday  of  that  month.    Meetings  shall  be  held  at  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett, 
Jr.,  Place,  Room  400,  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 


/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  special 
meeting  on  December  18,  2001. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
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Commission  on  the  Environment  ; 
Attn:  Kristal  Aliya's  V  ' 

11  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Re:  Support  of  resolution  banning  arsenic-treated  wood 

Dear  Commissioners:  ' 

On  behalf  of  Breast  Cancer  Action  I  am  writing  to  support  the  proposed  resolution  banning  arsenic- 
treated  wood  in  San  Francisco.  There  is  enough  evidence  of  harm  to  warrant  taking  the  prescribed 
measures  to  eliminate  our  exposure  to  this  toxic  substance.  , 

Breast  Cancer  Action  is  the  oldest  grassroots  breast  cancer  education  and  advocacy  organization  in 
California.  Our  mission  is  to  carry  the  voices  of  those  affected  by  breast  cancer  to  inspire  and  compel  the 
changes  necessary  to  end  the  breast  cancer  epidemic.  We  are  committed  not  only  to  finding  a  cure  for  the 
most  common  cancer  in  women,  but. also  to  true  prevention  .of  the  disease.  Towards  this  end,  we  advocate 
to  limit  and  ultimately  eliminate  exposure  to  elements  that  we  know  or  suspect  to  be  causing  cancer. 

The  fact  is  that  many  cancer  incidence. rates  are  rising.  Today  in  the  United  States  1  in  2  men  and  1  in  3 
women  are  expected  to  develop  some  form  of  cancer  in  their  lifetime.  Childhood  cancers  are  increasing. 
At  the  same  time- we  are  living  in  an  increasingly  polluted  world;  and  studies  are  showing  that  timing  of 
exposure  to  toxins  is  often  as  influential  as  dosage  of  exposure.  .  So  it  is  especially  important  that 
children,  whose  bodies  and  cells  are  developing  and  are  thus  more  vulnerable  to  damage,  are  not 
exposed  to  substances'known  to  cause  cancer.       "  . 

It's  simple.  Arsenic  "is  known  to  cause  skin  cancer,  lung  cancer,  neurological  problems,  and  paralysis, 
among  other  health  effects.  Safer  alternatives  exist.  There  is  no  reason  why  San  Francisco  should 
continue  to  have  arsemc-treated  woods  on  park  benches  arid  playground  equipment.  It  doesn't  matter  if 
the  levels  present.are  within  some  dubiously  arrived  at  "safe  level  of  exposure,"  the  risk  is  there  and  the- 
costs  are  much  too  high.  • 

I  urge  you  to  please  adopt  this  resolution  and  make  our -children's  playgrounds  and  our  city  as  a  whole,  a 
safer,  less  toxic  place  to  live,  work  and  play.  Thank  you:. 


Since 


Diane  de  L2 
Program  Coordinator 


55  New  Montgomery,  Suite  323   San  FrancUco,  California  94105 
Tel:  415.243.9301    Fax:  415.243.3996  Toll  free:  1.877.2STOPBC    Website:  www.bcacribn.org 
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S.E.I.U..  535 
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S.E.I.U..  87 
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Sailors  Union  of  the  Pacific 
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Transport  Worbers  Union  of  America 
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Laborers'  International  Union.  261 
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AFT  Council 
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Teamsters  350 

JOHN  MO  RAN 
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PRESIDENT  EMERITUS 

PAUL  DEMPSTER 


November  27,  2001 


Randy  Hayes,  President 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:  Support  for  the  San  Francisco  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 
Dear  President  Hayes: 

We  are  writing  to  express  the  support  of  the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  for  the 
proposed  resolution  instituting  the  precautionary  principle  in  San  Francisco  decision- 
making. The  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  represents  approximately  80,000  workers  in 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Workers  are  on  the  front  line  wherever  hazardous 
exposures  are  involved.  We  believe  that  adoption  of  the  precautionary  principle  by  San 
Francisco  will  give  decision-makers  a  tool  to  consider  using  the  least  toxic  approach  in 
numerous  departments,  thereby  creating  safer  conditions  for  public  health,  workers,  and 
the  environment. 

In  a  limited  case,  the  precautionary  principle  is  already  protecting  the  health  of  the  people 
of  San  Francisco.  In  the  past  few  years,  San  Francisco  has  led  the  nation  in  establishing 
Integrated  Pest  Management,  which  utilizes  the  smallest  quantities  of  the  least  toxic 
pesticides  and,  on  occasion,  has  eliminated  pesticide  use.  San  Francisco  would  be  a 
healthier  city  if  all  decisions  with  the  potential  to  seriously  affect  our  health  were  made 
with  such  considerations.  The  basic  idea  is  "better  safe  than  sorry."  The  idea  is  simple: 
when  there  is  a  potential  threat  to  health  or  the  environment  and  lack  of  scientific 
certainty,  alternatives  should  be  considered.  This  approach  is  far  from  new  since  it  has 
been  embodied  in  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  since  1970. 

The  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  strongly  encourages  the  Commission  to  send  this 
resolution  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval. 

Jincerely, 

Walter  Johnson 
Secretary-Treasurer 
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San  Francisco  Precautionary  Principle  Resolution 

WHEREAS,  experience  with  global  and  local  environmental  issues  has 
demonstrated  a  need  for  prompt  and  responsive  interventions  to  protect  public  and 
ecological  health;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  endorsed  the  Rio  Declaration  on  Environment  and 
Development  in  1992,  adopting  the  precautionary  principle  which  states  that: 

"Where  there  are  threats  of  serious  or  irreversible  damage,  lack  of  full 
scientific  certainty  shall  not  be  used  as  a  reason  for  postponing  cost- 
effective  measures  to  prevent  environmental  degradation;"  and 

WHEREAS,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  passed  by  Congress  in 
1970,  practices  the  precautionary  principle  by  requiring  alternatives  to  any 
proposal  that  might  harm  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  adopted  the  Legislature 
in  1970,  similarly  practices  the  precautionary  principle  by  requiring  alternatives  to 
any  proposal  that  might  harm  either  public  health  or  the  environment;  and 

WHERAS,  the  United  States  and  Canada,  through  the  International  Joint 
Commission  on  the  Great  Lakes,  have  successfully  adopted  and  applied  the 
precautionary  principle  since  1992;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  United  States  signed  a  multi-national  treaty  banning  a  dozen 
highly  toxic  chemicals  known  as  persistent  organic  pollutants,  or  POPs,  on  May 
23,  2001;  and 

WHEREAS,  experience  in  San  Francisco  and  elsewhere  demonstrates  that  many 
serious  environmental  and  public  health  concerns  are  accompanied  by  scientific 
uncertainties  which  can  unduly  delay  timely  precautionary  action  by  the  public 
and  private  sectors;  and 

WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  has  not  yet  explicitly  adopted  the  precautionary 
principle  into  City  and  County  decisionmaking,  but  has  already  taken 
precautionary  steps  such  as: 

•    Passing  Ordinances  calling  for  reduction  of  dioxin  and  mercury  to 
protect  public  health 
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•  Passing  an  Integrated  Pest  Management  Ordinance,  which 
mandates  non-toxic  alternatives  to  pest  control 

•  Adopting  a  Resolution  calling  for  use  of  alternatives  to  toxic  wood 
preservatives  in  utility  poles 

•  Adopting  a  Resolution  calling  for  City  use  of  rechargeable 
batteries  and  recycling  of  used  batteries,  with  the  intent  of 
protecting  public  health  from  toxic  substances  in  used  batteries 

•  Joining  the  Cities  of  Oakland  and  Berkeley  and  the  County  of 
Marin  in  passing  a  Resolution  declaring  October  2000  "Stop 
Cancer  Where  It  Starts"  Month,  aimed  at  preventing  environmental 
links  to  cancer 

•  Adopting  a  Resolution  calling  for  Environmentally  Preferable 
Purchasing  in  City  departments,  stating  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of 
the  City  to  aggressively  pursue  the  goal  of  reducing  the  health  and 
environmental  impact  of  products  used  in  its  operations 

•  Adopting  a  Sustainability  Plan  with  an  explicit  goal  of  minimizing 
environmental  factors  that  create  health  risks  and  illnesses; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
study  the  feasibility  of  implementing  the  precautionary  principle  in  public  and 
private  sector  policies,  decisions,  and  activities,  so  that  when  credible  evidence 
indicates  a  threat  of  serious,  irreversible,  or  cumulative  harm  to  human  health  or 
the  environment,  and  absolute  scientific  certainty  has  not  been  met,  precautionary, 
preventative  measures  shall  be  taken,  including  assessing  and  applying  feasible 
alternatives. 

Adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  on  September  10,  2001. 
Respectfully  Submitted, 

Walter  L.  Johnsqry 
S  ecretary-Treasurer 
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HEALTH  CARE  WITHOUT  HARM 


The  Campaign  for  Environmentally  Responsible  Healthcare 


14  November  2001 

San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 

Attn:  Kristal  Aliyas 

Re:  Support  of  resolution  banning  arsenic-treated  wood 

Dear  members  of  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  express  the  support  of  Health  Care  Without  Harm  in 
California  for  the  important  resolution  before  you  which  will  phase  out  arsenic- 
treated  wood  in  San  Francisco. 

There  is  clear  scientific  evidence  on  the  dangerous  health  impacts  of  arsenic.  The 
Bush  Administration  has  recently  reversed  itself  and  agreed  to  strict  arsenic  limits 
in  drinking  water  first  proposed  during  the  Clinton  Administration.  With 
alternatives  readily  available  in  the  marketplace,  there  is  no  reason  why  arsenic- 
treated  wood  should  continue  to  be  used. 

A  vote  for  this  resolution  will  position  San  Francisco  as  a  nationwide  leader  on  an 
important  environmental  health  issue. 


Sincerely, 


Davis  Baltz,  M.S. 


California  Coordinator,  Health  Care  Without  Harm 
510  834-9023  dbaltzligc.org 
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MINUTES 

COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

TUESDAY,  DECEMBER  18,  2001  SPECIAL  MEETING 
LAKE  MERCED  BOAT  HOUSE 


1)  Call  to  Order,  Roll  Call,  and  Welcome 

a)  President  Shah  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  6: 19  p.m. 

b)  Commissioners  Bingham,  Evans,  Shah  and  Werbe  were  present.  Commissioners  Bradford-Bell, 
Hayes  and  Rodriguez  were  excused. 

2)  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  November  20,  2001  Special  Meeting  -  ACTION 

a)    The  minutes  were  unanimously  adopted  upon  motion  by  Commissioner  Werbe. 

3)  Consideration  and  Approval  of  Resolution  No.  012-01-COE  Amendment  of  Commission  on  the 
Environment  Bylaws  -  ACTION 

a)  Commissioner  Werbe  motioned  the  resolution  for  consideration. 

b)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  for  clarification  on  the  term  '980  work  week'  and  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  resolution  to  include  a  description. 

c)  The  resolution  was  unanimously  adopted  with  the  proposed  amendment. 

4)  Presentation  on  Progress  of  Integrated  Pest  Management  Program-  PRESENTATION 

a)  Debbie  Raphael  gave  a  quantifiable  measure  of  the  progress.  The  report  focuses  on  quantitative  data 
and  looks  at  Citywide  patterns.  She  described  some  findings  including  a  4.5  fold  increase  in  the 
number  of  pesticide  use,  elimination  of  the  use  of  particular  pesticides  by  2000,  and  a  fundamental 
change  in  weed  control  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  She  highlighted  the  importance  of 
toxicity  of  pesticides  used  and  explained  the  future  challenges  of  the  IPM  program.  She  mentioned 
that  the  database  does  not  track  non-chemical  uses. 

b)  Robin  Breuer,  IPM  Coordinator,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  explained  a  change  in 
the  mechanical  and  physical  methods  of  doing  work.  She  gave  a  slide  presentation  that  illustrated 
monitoring  of  food  growth  underneath  disruption  of  bad  growth,  measuring  piles  to  determine 
physical  growth  that  returns  to  the  watershed,  using  the  brontosaurus,  an  invention  for  transmission 
line  clearing,  and  intensive  training  program  for  professionals  to  find  techniques  to  reduce  organisms 
in  the  watershed.  She  described  a  program  with  two  other  counties  that  produced  a  brochure 
identifying  invasives. 

c)  Phil  Rossi,  IPM  Coordinator,  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks,  described  the  innovative  and 
pro-active  approach  of  Recreation  and  Parks  for  finding  new  alternatives  to  pesticides.  He  offered 
Marina  Greens  as  an  example  where  they  used  a  bucket  loader  to  get  the  top  six  inches  off  of  weeds 
and  compost  it.  He  offered  another  example  of  using  chips  to  inhibit  weed  growth  on  landscapes 
and  green  flamers  used  in  children's  play  areas.  He  described  other  approaches  including:  pigeon 
control  using  habitat  modification,  gopher  control  using  Rodex(contractor),  Gentrol  for  palmetto 


bugs,  aquatic  pests  at  Pine  Lake  and  various  fungicide  approaches  at  the  Golf  Course  using  compost. 

d)  Dan  McKenna,  Superintendent  Southern  Division,  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks,  focused  his 
presentation  on  Harding  Park.  He  described  the  ongoing  issue  about  the  difference  with  working 
with  Palmer  Group  previously  and  now  developing  an  in-house  RFP  (Request  for  Proposal)  as  a 
normal  City  project.  He  addressed  public  concerns,  such  as  the  eradication  of  the  cucuya  grass  and 
night  lighting.  He  said  infestations  were  identified  in  the  golf  course.  They  will  label  them  on  a  map 
and  ask  the  Department  of  Environment  for  a  target  application.  He  also  said  the  Department  of 
Recreation  and  Parks  is  no  longer  considering  night  lighting  as  an  option.  He  aimed  to  present  the 
resource  protection  plan  in  January. 

e)  Luis  Agurto,  Pestec  Exterminator,  indicated  that  he  is  aware  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco's  desire  to  target  specific  pesticides  known  to  harm  the  environment.  His  company 
addressed  insects  within  the  City  and  County  without  using  pesticides.  They  have  killed  wasps,  fruit 
flies,  gnats,  etc.  without  using  pesticides  but  acknowledged  the  use  of  pesticides  in  structural 
departments.  He  offered  examples  of  different  types  of  pesticides  and  recognized  that  the 
educational  aspect  of  the  program  has  just  started. 

f)  Michelle  Mulkey  from  Pesticide  Watch  was  unable  to  attend  but  submitted  a  letter  on  her  behalf 
praising  the  efforts  of  the  IPM  coordinators  with  the  City  and  County,  especially  that  of  Debbie 
Raphael. 

g)  Comments 

1)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  why  honeybees  are  considered  pests. 

2)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  departments  work  with  ASPCA  to  confirm  that  practices  are  humane. 
Mr.  Rossi  replied  practices  are  humane  for  gophers. 

3)  Commissioner  Werbe  addressed  Ms.  Breuer  about  his  concern  for  bats  being  viewed  as  pests, 
whereas  farmers  like  bats  because  they  consume  mosquitoes.  Ms.  Breuer  replied  that  bats  are 
disliked  in  the  workplace.  Staff  does  not  appreciate  their  presence  and  therefore  her  department  uses 
exclusion  practices  to  alleviate  the  situation. 

4)  Commissioner  Shah  commented  that  he  wants  to  define  pests  in  a  particular  location  and  then  move 
it  to  another  environment  where  it  is  not  detrimental.  Ms.  Breuer  emphasized  the  need  to  relocate 
pests. 

5)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  if  bats  are  adaptable  to  different  environments  when  transplanted. 
Ms.  Breuer  replied  affirmatively. 

6)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  about  the  long-term  effect  of  corn  gluten  and  if  studies  exist  regarding  the 
soil/habitat  effect.  Debbie  Raphael  replied  that  it  acts  like  a  nitrogen  fertilizer  and  is  too  expensive 
for  herbicide  activities.  Phil  Rossi  added  that  it  is  not  as  effective.  Robin  Breuer  said  that  Hetch 
Hetchy  used  it  and  it  molded  due  to  snow, 

7)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  about  the  progress  of  the  database  and  if  a  web  based  database  is  a 
possibility.  Debbie  Raphael  replied  that  DTIS  informed  her  the  webpage  would  be  accessible  and 
affordable  to  City  staff  but  is  more  expensive  if  accessible  to  the  general  public  and  the  extra  charge 
cannot  be  subsidized  by  the  IPM  budget. 

8)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  what  is  the  public  reaction  to  aesthetics.  Mr.  Rossi  replied  that  reaction 
depends  on  the  site.  For  example,  the  golfers  don't  like  planting,  although  at  parks,  it  isn't  as  critical 
an  issue.  Mr.  McKenna  replied  that  the  Arboretum  Society  praised  his  department  for  not  having  a 
monoculture  turf. 

9)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  about  the  staff  reaction.  Ms.  Breuer  replied  that  if  the  program  continues 
support  through  trainings  and  plots,  then  the  enthusiasm  would  be  better  rather  than  asking  for 
expensive  equipment. 

10)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  goats  cause  erosion.  Ms.  Breuer  replied  that  if  they  are  left  in  an  area 
frequently  they  will  cause  erosion,  so  sterilized  hay  is  put  out  to  counter  the  problem. 

1 1)  Commissioner  Shah  commended  the  dialogue  process  regarding  Harding  Park  and  thanked 
everyone  for  his  or  her  leadership. 

12)  Commissioner  Shah  inquired  about  the  cucuya,  if  it  wouldn't  be  a  broadcast  application  and  how 
much  (in  volume)  would  be  used  in  the  plots.  Mr.  McKenna  replied  that  it  is  around  60  pounds 
rather  than  spraying  130  acres,  it  has  decreased  down  to  65  acres,  about  40-50%  less.  He  stated  that 


i 


no  one  application  would  control  the  cucuya. 

13)  Commissioner  Werbe  asked  if  the  PUC  or  Recreation/Parks  manage  the  Boat  House.  Mr.  McKenna 
replied  that  the  Boat  House  is  a  Recreation/Parks  facility  on  PUC  land. 

14)  Commissioner  Werbe  asked  who  collects  the  rent  for  the  Boat  House  and  commented  on  the  dirty, 
indoor  environment.  Mr.  McKenna  replied  that  the  revenue  stream  is  small  for  the  Boat  House. 

15)  Commissioner  Shah  commented  on  school  district  facilities.  He  mentioned  expanding  and 
considering  the  ordinance  to  encompass  commercial/ residential  uses.  He  added  that  genetically 
modified  organisms  can  be  viewed  as  a  pesticide  and  wants  to  be  a  resource  in  this  endeavor. 

Presentation  on  Lake  Merced  -  PRESENTATION 

a)  Ginny  Jaquith,  Lake  Merced  Task  Force  Steering  Committee,  gave  the  background  on  the  Task 
Force  and  that  it  is  comprised  of  four  subcommittees.  She  submitted  a  document  on  behalf  of  the 
Task  Force  and  explained  recommendations.  There  is  insufficient  information  regarding  both 
aquatic  and  terrestrial  ecosystems,  little  public  awareness  and  low  habitat  diversity.  The  Recreation 
Committee  established  five  goals  to  examine  the  Lake  in  a  comprehensive  way  to  provide  for  various 
interests  and  protect  the  natural  habitat.  The  highest  concern  focused  on  the  maintenance  to  ensure 
facilities  are  adequately  cared  for.  Another  recommendation  encouraged  educational  opportunities 
for  the  public.  She  concluded  by  informing  the  Commission  that  the  Task  Force  has  presented  to 
other  commissions  and  wants  to  implement  the  recommendations. 

b)  Dick  Allen,  Co-chair,  described  an  experience  of  constructive  tension  between  volunteers  and  non- 
volunteers  (members  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commissioner  staff,  Daly  City  residents  and  the 
appointed  attorney).  He  recommended  a  resolution  to  save  Lake  Merced  and  focused  on  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  that  San  Francisco  and  San  Mateo  do  not  support  CEQA 
and  practice  unregulated  pumping  from  the  aquifer.  He  wanted  the  resolution  to  require  no  more 
drilling  permits  in  either  county  for  irrigation  or  drinking  unless  parties  conform  to  CEQA 

c)  Michael  Carlin,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  informed  the  Commission  that  since 
1950,  the  lands  have  been  managed  by  Recreation  and  Parks  and  the  wells  at  the  zoo  are  operated  by 
Recreation/Parks.  He  stated  that  all  wells  comply  with  CEQA  and  include  a  monitoring  well.  He 
said  he  is  committed  to  looking  at  water  levels  at  Lake  Merced.  The  PUC  uses  recycled  water  and  he 
wanted  to  move  forward  and  referred  to  the  stewardship  proposal. 

d)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  Daly  City  produces  recycled  water.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  that  Daly  City  is 
in  the  design  phase  of  the  recycled  water  plant. 

e)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  San  Francisco  has  a  recycled  water  plan  for  ten  years  and  if  it  is  on 
track.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  that  they  are  scheduling  within  the  capital  program  of  PUC. 

f)  Commissioner  Evans  asked  if  the  public  is  concerned  about  Lake  Merced  having  positive  progress 
and  if  the  PUC  has  a  schedule  available.  Mr.  Carlin  responded  that  a  schedule  is  available  detailing 
planning  through  construction. 

g)  Commissioner  Werbe  requested  an  explanation  of  the  water  level  and  what  happens  when  it  gets 
below  sea  level.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  that  it  is  an  unregulated  aquifer  and  they  want  to  control 
pumping.  PUC  is  working  with  Daly  City  to  put  in  deep  wells  to  examine  implications  of  saltwater 
intrusion. 

h)  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  how  to  regulate  the  aquifer.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  with  the  need  to  enter 
into  voluntary  management  agreements  or  appeal  to  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  to 
adjudicate  the  basin. 

i)  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  if  the  water  rate  pumped  from  the  aquifers  are  accurate.  Mr.  Carlin 
replied  that  the  annual  numbers  are  fairly  accurate. 

j)    Director  Blumenfeld  asked  if  the  SF  Zoo  and  Golden  Gate  Park  pay  for  the  water  used.  Mr.  Carlin 

replied  negatively.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  if  no  incentives  exist  to  initiate  conservation  efforts 

since  they  aren't  paying  for  it.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  affirmatively, 
k)   Commissioner  Bingham  asked  that  since  the  organization  is  private,  with  paid  members,  do  those 

members  have  the  right  to  drill  under  their  own  land.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  affirmatively  as  long  as  they 

do  not  interfere  with  other  users. 
1)    Commissioner  Werbe  commented  that  Lake  Merced  is  placed  in  jeopardy. 


m)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  to  consider  private  lands  and  if  she  would  drill  beneath  her  own  house 
and  use  the  water.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  affirmatively  but  to  recognize  the  City  owns  the  reserve  rights. 

n)   Commissioner  Bingham  asked  if  the  same  standards  apply  for  both  commercial  and  residential  uses. 
Dan  Allen  replied  that  in  the  past  CEQA  was  not  adhered  to  and  that  San  Mateo  County  doesn't 
follow  the  regulations.  He  also  commented  that  pumping  water  at  Olympic  is  damaging  the  water 
level  at  Lake  Merced. 

0)  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  how  many  million  gallons/year  are  taken  from  the  aquifer.  Mr.  Carlin 
replied  11,000  acre/ft. 

p)   Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  about  the  aquifer's  total  capacity.  Mr.  Carlin  responded  that  he  needed 

to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  aquifer  was  in  balance, 
q)    Commissioner  Werbe  asked  the  number  of  years  before  the  salt  comes  in.  Mr.  Carlin  replied  that  he 

was  unsure.  Dick  Allen  commented  that  below  600-1400  ft,  a  freshwater  cap  may  exist  and  that  the 

Lake  Merced  Task  force  is  looking  for  a  cap.  He  added  that  Daly  City  is  concerned  about  seawater 

intrusion  and  motivated  to  protect  drinking  water, 
r)    John  Palmer  commented  on  cross-jurisdictional  issues  and  that  the  land  conveyed  to  Olympic  Club 

states  the  golf  course  can  pump  as  long  as  it  poses  no  harm, 
s)    Commissioner  Werbe  commented  on  legal  proceedings  as  the  next  step  for  Lake  Merced, 
t)    Commissioner  Shah  commented  to  have  the  City  pay  for  its  uses  and  requests  a  draft  resolution. 

6)  Presentation  on  Budget  &  Design  of  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  -  PRESENTATION 

Mark  Palmer,  Department  of  the  Environment,  gave  a  power  point  presentation  describing  Laguna  Honda 
Hospital  as  one  of  10  Green  Building  Pilot  Projects  for  San  Francisco.  He  described  the  Green  Design 
Process  and  LEED  (Leadership  in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design)  Raging  System  and  highlighted  the 
progress  at  Laguna  Honda  Hospital.  Some  lessons  learned  with  this  project  are:  an  environmental  mandate 
doesn't  exist  and  early  buy-in  for  the  green  building  is  imperative  from  parties  including  the  client 
department,  project  manager  and  architect. 

a)  Commissioner  Evans  commented  that  League  of  Conservation  Voters,  ALA  and  Sierra  Club  are 
possible  supporters  for  this  endeavor. 

b)  Commissioner  Bingham  asked  for  a  copy  of  the  slides  as  a  resource. 

c)  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  if  any  city  has  adopted  LEED  Silver  for  all  construction  rather  than  just 
city  property.  Mark  Palmer  replied  that  he  was  not  aware  of  any  city  following  that  practice. 

d)  Commissioner  Werbe  asked  about  dropping  the  PUC  building  because  of  a  money  shortage.  Mark 
Palmer  replied  that  525  Golden  Gate  is  not  a  PUC  building.  It  was  originally  conceived  when  rents 
were  higher.  Currently,  rents  have  decreased  and  it  is  more  cost-effective  to  renovate  the  building 
rather  than  buy  one. 

e)  Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler  clarified  that  the  Commission  or  the  Department  can  sponsor 
ordinances,  skip  the  resolution  step  and  go  directly  to  an  ordinance. 

f)  Commissioner  Shah  requested  that  the  resolution  be  prepared  by  June  2002.  Mark  Palmer  replied 
that  he  wants  the  resolution  completed  by  April  2002. 

g)  Commissioner  Shah  recommended  an  earlier  date  for  the  resolution  to  allow  time  for  review  from 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  He  recommended  that  a  task  force  draft  the  resolution. 

h)  Commissioner  Shah  asked  about  the  status  on  Laguna  Honda. 

1)  Deputy  City  Attorney  Sandler  suggested  that  a  resolution  is  appropriate  from  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  indicating  the  need  for  LEED  certification  on  the  Laguna 
Honda  project. 

7)  Communications  &  Correspondence  -  INFORMATION 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  received  four  letters  in  support  of  the  precautionary  principle  and  two 
letters  in  support  of  the  resolution  banning  arsenic-treated  wood. 

8)  Director's  Report  -  INFORMATION 

Director  Blumenfeld  highlighted  solid  waste  activities  that  a  9.5%  increase  in  the  diversion  rate  occurred 
because  of  the  Fantastic  3.  The  Department  will  retrofit  4000  buildings  at  approximately  250  small 


businesses/ month.  All  13  environmental  justice  grants  have  been  signed  and  what  is  needed  is  a  uniform 
application  and  template.  He  stated  that  the  reclassification  for  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  employees 
is  almost  completed.  He  projected  by  Feb.  1,  2002,  a  majority  of  the  employees  will  be  hired  and  moved  into 
1 1  Grove.  He  stated  that  the  Mayor  asked  all  Departments  to  cut  their  budget  by  10%. 

9)  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Report  -  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Evans  reported  that  the  November  meeting  was  cancelled  and  the  December  meeting  is  re- 
scheduled for  Tuesday,  January  8,  2002  at  6:00p.m.  at  11  Grove. 

10)  Finance  &  Operations  Committee  Report  -  INFORMATION 

Commissioner  Bingham  described  the  discrepancy  between  Solid  Waste  Management  Program's  budget  with 
the  Department  of  the  Environment  budget  that  is  now  with  the  Comptroller's  Office.  She  discussed  an  all- 
day  retreat  tentatively  scheduled  for  February/March.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on  Wednesday,  January  9, 
2002  at  4:30p.m.  at  11  Grove. 

1 1)  New  Business  -  INFORMATION 

a)    Commissioner  Evans  commented  that  public  presence  is  valuable,  wanted  accessible  meeting 
locations.  Commissioner  Werbe  concurred  with  Commissioner  Evans'  statement. 

12)  President's  Announcements  -  INFORMATION 

a)  Precautionary  Principle  ad  hoc  Committee  meeting  will  be  Wednesday,  January  9,  2002  at  3:30  p.m. 
at  11  Grove. 

b)  Commissioner  Shah  suggested  a  joint  meeting  between  other  commissions,  specifically  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission 

13)  Adjournment 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:36p.m. 


Resolution  No.  012-01-COE 
Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws 
December  18,  2001 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


PAWN  SHAH,  PRESIDENT 
REBECCA  EVANS,  VICE-PRESIDENT 
RANDALL  HAYES 
ROBERT  K.  WERBE 


THE  REV.  SALLY  G.  BINGHAM 
SHELLEY  BRADFORD-BELL 
ARLENE  RODRIGUEZ 


RESOLUTION  No.  012-01-COE 


December  18,  2001 


[Amendment  of  Commission  on  the  Environment  Bylaws] 

ADOPTION  OF  AMENDED  BYLAWS  FOR  THE  COMMISSION  ON  THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

WHEREAS,  The  Commission  currently  holds  its  regular  meetings  on  the  third 
Monday  of  each  month,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
conducts  weekly  Monday  meetings  and  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  seeks  their 
input  at  Commission  meetings,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  9/80*  work  week  schedule  makes  it  difficult  for  Department  of 
the  Environment  staff  to  attend  Monday  night  Commission  on  the  Environment  meetings, 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  wishes  to  hold  its  meetings  on 
the  third  Tuesday  of  each  month,  rather  than  the  third  Monday  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  amends  its  bylaws  to  read 
as  follows: 

Section  4:  Regular  Meetings 

Regular  meetings  shall  be  held  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  each  month,  except  in  the 
case  of  City-recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Tuesday 
of  that  month.    Meetings  shall  be  held  at  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett,  Jr.,  Place, 
Room  400,  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

*  The  9/80-work  week  refers  to  city  employees  working  extended  hours  during  the  work  week  to 
allow  for  one  day  off  during  each  two-week  work  period. 

/  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  at  its  special 
meeting  on  December  18,  2001. 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


Commission  on  the  Environment 
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Kristal  Aliyas 
Commission  Secretary^ 

VOTE: 

Ayes:  Commissioners  Bingham,  Evans,  Shah  and  Werbe 
Noes: 

Absent:  Commissioners  Bradford-Bell,  Hayes  and  Rodriguez 
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